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SECTION ES 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
This Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (EIR) analyzes the potential for significant 
environmental impacts associated with the proposed Fire Station 108 (proposed project). The 
original analysis for the Seco Canyon Development IV Project with the Extension of Copper Hill 
Drive1 evaluated the proposed project at a programming level, but did not include a project-level 
analysis of the potential environmental impacts as a result of constructing and operating the fire 
station. In response, the County of Los Angeles Consolidated Fire Protection District (Fire 
Protection District) prepared a Mitigated Negative Declaration2 and made a proposed finding that 
significant impacts could be avoided by incorporating measures to mitigate operational constraints 
of the proposed fire station. Based on controversy over the details of the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration, subsequent comments received concerning noise, and the issues raised in the original 
analysis of the Mountain View Projects certified EIR, the Fire Protection District determined that 
there was a potential for significant impacts resulting from construction and operation of the 
proposed project. Therefore, this Supplemental EIR focuses on four environmental resources (air 
quality, geology and soils, noise, and transportation and traffic) warranting analysis at the project 
level of detail. 
 
ES.1 EXISTING FACILITIES 
 
The proposed project would be built in Seco Canyon Development IV, which consists of 594 
single-family dwelling units on 381.2 acres in Seco Canyon. The proposed project site is located 
on an irregularly shaped parcel. 
 
The 3-square-mile area to be serviced by the proposed project is currently serviced by Fire Station 
111, located at 26829 Seco Canyon Road, Saugus, California, approximately 3.5 miles south of the 
proposed project site. Emergency calls average approximately 2.5 response calls per day. 
Operation of the proposed Fire Station 108 would reduce distances currently traveled by fire 
emergency vehicles leaving Fire Station 111 in response to emergencies in the Fire Station 108 
service area. 
 
ES.2 PROPOSED PROJECT 
 
The proposed project would occur at 28799 North Rock Canyon Drive in the northwest portion of 
unincorporated County of Los Angeles, approximately 1 mile north of the City of Santa Clarita and 
6 miles from the commercial core of Valencia in the Valencia Industrial Center. The site is 
approximately 5 miles east of federal Interstate Highway 5 and approximately 5 miles northwest of 
state local Highway 14, and is situated east of the recently constructed Tract 45137 of the Seco 
Canyon Development IV and south of the Angeles National Forest. The proposed project is bound 
by local residential streets on the north by Bridger Court, on the east by Sugar Bliss Place and 
Phantom Trail, on the south by the Haskell Canyon Road and Copper Hill Drive and a Southern 
California Edison easement, and on the west by North Canyon Road. 
 

                                                 
1 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. September 1993. Final Environmental Impact Report for the 
Mountain View Projects with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. Prepared by: Sikand Engineering, Sherman Oaks, CA. 
2 County of Los Angeles Fire Department. March 2004. Mitigated Negative Declaration for Fire Station 108, 28799 
North Rock Canyon Road, Santa Clarita. Prepared by: Land Design Consultants, Pasadena, CA. 



County of Los Angeles Fire Station 108 Draft Supplemental Environment Impact Report 
December 7, 2006 Sapphos Environmental, Inc. 
S:\1204-011\Supplemental EIR\Executive Summary.doc Page ES-2 

The proposed project consists of the construction of a new two-story fire station that would service 
currently existing needs and the future anticipated needs of the growing community of Santa 
Clarita. The major elements of the proposed project and the potential construction scenario include 
a 1.41-acre graded pad at 28799 North Rock Canyon Road in the unincorporated area of Santa 
Clarita, in the County of Los Angeles. The two-story fire station would house office space and living 
quarters on approximately 3,571 square feet. The station garage would provide apparatus parking 
in approximately 1,251 square feet. The exterior design of the structure would be similar to 
adjacent existing tract houses (Tract 46908-08). Landscaping around the fire station would be 
consistent with the landscaping of the tract and would feature native vegetation species that are 
drought tolerant. 
 
ES.3 AREAS OF KNOWN CONTROVERSY 
 
This EIR addresses the areas of controversy known to the County of Los Angeles Chief 
Administrative Office (CAO) and those raised by agencies, organizations, and the public during the 
scoping process for the proposed project. There are four primary areas of controversy that have 
been raised in relation to the proposed project: 
 
Air Quality 
 
The construction and operation of a project of this size often results in impacts to ambient air 
quality. Section 3.1, Air Quality, analyzes the impacts related to air quality from construction and 
operation of the proposed project. There are no significant anticipated impacts from operation of 
the proposed project. Mitigation measures have been specified that are capable of mitigating all 
construction impacts to air quality to below the level of significance with the exception of nitrogen 
oxides (NOx). 

 
Geology and Soils 
 
The construction and operation of a project of this size can result in impacts to geology and soils. 
Section 3.2, Geology and Soils, analyzes the impacts related to geology and soils from construction 
and operation of the proposed project. There are no significant anticipated impacts from operation 
of the proposed project related to geology and soils. However, design measures and 
recommendations shall be implemented based on analyses from several geotechnical reports.  

 
Noise 
 
The construction and operation of the proposed project would result in potential noise impacts. 
Short-term noise impacts from the fire engine and patrol leaving the station may contribute to the 
elevated noise levels in the area and could be critical factors in the proposed project. Section 3.3, 
Noise, analyzes the potential impacts related to noise as a result of construction and operation of 
the proposed project. Mitigation measures have been specified that are capable of mitigating the 
impacts related to noise to below the level of significance. 

 
Transportation and Traffic 
 
The operation of the proposed project may result in impacts related to transportation and traffic. 
There were numerous concerns regarding potential conflicts with pedestrian safety and operation 
of fire safety equipment associated with the implementation of the proposed project. Section 3.4, 
Transportation and Traffic, analyzes the potential impacts related to transportation and traffic as a 
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result of the construction and operation of the proposed project. The proposed project was found 
not to result in significant impacts related to transportation and traffic. However, to ensure the 
safety of pedestrians and property, mitigation measures were outlined to confirm that emergency 
response vehicles adhere to the Basic Speed Law of the California Vehicle Code. 
 
ES.4 ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED 
 
The analysis undertaken in support of this Supplemental EIR has determined that there are several 
environmental issue areas related to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) that are not 
expected to have significant impacts resulting from implementation of the proposed project. These 
issue areas include aesthetics, agricultural resources, biological resources, cultural resources, 
hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, mineral 
resources, population and housing, public services, recreation, and utilities and service systems. 
These issue areas, therefore, were not carried forward for detailed analysis in the Supplemental EIR. 
The environmental issues identified that need to be resolved in this Supplemental EIR are air, 
geology and soils, noise, and transportation and traffic. 
 
ES.5 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 
 
The analysis undertaken in support of this EIR has determined that impacts to noise and geology 
and soils can be mitigated to below the level of significance. Potential impacts related to 
transportation and traffic were found to not require specific mitigation measures, although 
mitigation measures were included to ensure pedestrian safety with emergency vehicular 
operation. Mitigation measures have been specified that are capable of mitigating all construction 
impacts to air quality to below the level of significance with the exception of NOx. Table ES.5-1, 
Summary of Significant Impacts, presents potentially significant impacts related to each issue area 
analyzed that might result or can be reasonably expected to result from implementation of the 
proposed project. Table ES.5-1 also presents the measures that can mitigate the significant impacts 
and the level of significance after mitigation for each issue area analyzed in the Supplemental EIR. 
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TABLE ES.5-1 
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

 
Impact Mitigation Measure Level of Significance after Mitigation 

Air Quality 
Implementation of the proposed 
project has the potential to impact air 
quality during construction. 

Measure Air-1 
 
In order to mitigate the air quality impact caused by grading, the County shall require wetting of soils at least two times per day for all grading activities 
undertaken to implement the specified project components that would be expected to affect areas of greater than 1 acre in size as a means of reducing 
PM10 emissions to the maximum extent practicable. Prior to advertising for construction bids, the County shall ensure that the plans and specifications 
include the requirement for the construction contractor to ensure that wetting of soils is done on a daily basis. The construction contractor shall 
demonstrate compliance with this measure through the submission of monthly monitoring reports to the lead agency or designee. 
 
Measure Air-2 
 
In order to mitigate the air quality impact caused by fugitive dust, the County shall require construction contractors to wash equipment that will travel on 
public roads prior to leaving construction sites where equipment has been exposed to mud as a means of reducing PM10 emissions to the maximum extent 
possible. Prior to advertising for construction bids, the County shall ensure that the plans and specifications include the requirement for the construction 
contractor to ensure that mud-covered tires and undercarriages of trucks are washed prior to leaving construction sites. The construction contractor shall 
demonstrate compliance with this measure through the submission of monthly monitoring reports to the lead agency or designee. 
 
Measure Air-3 
 
In order to mitigate the air quality impact caused by fugitive dust, the County shall require construction contractors to maintain adjacent public roads free 
of mud and debris from the construction site on a daily basis, as a means of reducing PM10 emissions to the maximum extent practicable. Prior to 
advertising for construction bids, the County shall ensure that the plans and specifications include the requirement for the construction contractor to 
provide for street sweeping, as needed, on adjacent roadways to remove dirt dropped by construction vehicles or mud that would otherwise be carried off 
by trucks departing project sites. The construction contractor shall demonstrate compliance with this measure through the submission of monthly 
monitoring reports to the lead agency or designee. 
 
Measure Air-4 
In order to mitigate the air quality impact caused by fugitive dust, the County shall require that construction contractors cover all trucks hauling dirt on 
public roads as a means of reducing PM10 emissions to the maximum extent practicable. Prior to advertising for construction bids, the County shall ensure 
that the plans and specifications include the requirement for the construction contractor to ensure that loads of dirt are securely covered with a tight-fitting 
tarp on any truck leaving or entering the construction sites to bring fill dirt to the site or to dispose of excavated soil. The construction contractor shall 
demonstrate compliance with this measure through the submission of monthly monitoring reports to the lead agency or designee. 
 
Measure Air-5 
 
In order to mitigate the air quality impact caused by fugitive dust, the County shall require that grading activities cease during periods when winds exceed 
25 miles per hour as a means of reducing PM10 emissions to the maximum extent practicable. All dirt stockpiles shall be covered with tarps to avoid any 
fugitive dust. Prior to advertising for construction bids, the County shall ensure that the plans and specifications include the requirement for the 
construction contractor to ensure that grading is ceased during periods when winds exceed 25 miles per hour. The construction contractor shall 
demonstrate compliance with this measure through the submission of monthly monitoring reports to the lead agency or designee. 
 
Measure Air-6 
 
In order to mitigate the air quality impact caused by construction equipment, the County shall require of the construction contractor that all construction 
equipment not expected to be used for a period in excess of 5 minutes be turned off as a means of reducing NOx emissions to the maximum extent 
practicable. Prior to advertising for construction bids, the County shall ensure that the plans and specifications require the construction contractor to shut 
off engines when not in use. Specifications shall require the construction contractor to certify monthly to the lead agency or designee that construction 
equipment is being maintained in peak operating condition. 
 
 

Implementation of mitigation measures Air-1 
through Air-8 would reduce impacts on air quality 
for construction and operation of the proposed 
project to the maximum extent feasible, in 
accordance with the guidance provided by the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District. 
However, impacts to air quality from construction 
emissions of NOx would remain significant. 



TABLE ES.5-1,  
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS, Continued 
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Impact Mitigation Measure Level of Significance after Mitigation 
Measure Air-7 
 
In order to mitigate the air quality impact caused by construction equipment, where feasible, the County shall require of the construction contractor that 
all construction equipment use particulate filters on all off-road diesel equipment where feasible. The contractor should also install diesel-cooled exhaust 
gas re-circulation (EGR) devices on all off-road diesel equipment where feasible.  
 
Measure Air-8 
 
Because of the diesel equipment and diesel trucks used, particulate emissions would be high without mitigation. Construction workers shall be advised to 
wear masks when working near diesel equipment or diesel trucks. All diesel equipment shall be fitted with particulate filters or traps to protect both 
workers and sensitive receptors.   

Geology and Soils 
The analysis undertaken for this EIR 
determined that no significant impacts 
related to geology and soils would 
arise from implementation of the 
proposed project. 

The proposed project shall be implemented with the designed measures and recommendations from the site-specific geotechnical reports: 
 

• Diaz-Yourman & Associates. 21 January 2005. Geotechnical Investigation for Fire Station 108 County of Los Angeles Fire Department Santa 
Clarita, California. Santa Ana, CA. 

 
• Wilson Geosciences, Inc. March 2005. Technical Background Report, Geologic/Seismic Site Evaluation for the Los Angeles County Fire 

Department Proposed Fire Station No. 108 Project, City of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County California. Altadena, CA. 
 
• Pacific Soils Engineering, Inc. 9 August 2000. Final Rough Grade Geotechnical Report, Pacific Crest (Seco IV) Project, Lot 24, Tract No. 46909-

08, Proposed Fire Station Site, Seco Canyon Area, County of Los Angeles, CA. Cypress, CA. 
 
In addition, the County of Los Angeles shall adhere to standard building practices to ensure that no significant impacts related to geology and soils may be 
encountered.  
 
Exposure of people or property to potentially adverse effects, including the risk of loss or injury, involving seismic ground shaking from the operation of 
the proposed project shall be minimized through conformance with CGS’s Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic Hazards in California and all 
applicable City of Santa Clarita codes and regulations related to seismic activity. The project applicant shall ensure that the site-specific geotechnical 
investigations for the proposed project are incorporated into proposed project plans and specifications. 

Implementation and compliance with the suggested 
geotechnical recommendations and adherence to 
the standards of the Uniform Building Code would 
reduce impacts associated with seismic hazards to 
the maximum extent practicable and potential 
impacts related to geology and soils to below the 
level of significance. 

Noise 
Construction activities of the proposed 
project could potentially result in 
significant impacts to ambient noise 
levels in surrounding areas. 
 
Operational activities of the proposed 
project could potentially result in 
significant impacts to ambient noise 
levels in surrounding areas. 

Measure Noise-1  
 
During the construction phase, the County of Los Angeles shall ensure that all construction performed by contractors is in accordance with the County of 
Los Angeles Noise Ordinance, which restricts grading and construction activities to daily operation between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., Monday through 
Friday, and 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays. There shall be no work on Sundays or federal holidays.  
 
Measure Noise-2  
 
During the construction phase, the County of Los Angeles shall ensure that contractors comply with the County of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance, 
including if necessary, the adjustment of construction schedules and the use of muffled equipment and/or equipment designed to maintain reduced noise 
levels.  
 
Measure Noise-3  
 
During the operational phase, the County of Los Angeles shall require the County of Los Angeles Fire Department to utilize traffic warning signs that 
would advise motorists of the station's location. The language and locations for the signs would be reviewed and approved by the County of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works. The signs would allow emergency vehicles to exit the fire station without having to use their sirens unless necessary for 
public safety. 
 

Implementation of mitigation measures Noise-1 
through Noise-4 would be expected to reduce 
impacts related to noise from the proposed project 
site to below the level of significance. 



TABLE ES.5-1,  
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS, Continued 
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Impact Mitigation Measure Level of Significance after Mitigation 
 
Measure Noise-4  
 
During the operational phase, the County of Los Angeles Fire Department shall use discretion when activating the siren when responding to calls within 
the community surrounding Fire Station 108. The County of Los Angeles Fire Department shall use the siren as required by Department policy at all 
controlled intersections. 

Transportation and Traffic 
Implementation of the proposed 
project has the potential to impact 
transportation and traffic during 
construction. 

Measure Traffic-1  
 
The County of Los Angeles Fire Department shall comply with the County of Los Angeles Fire Department Vehicle Operations, Emergency Vehicle 
Response Policies to minimize any traffic and pedestrian hazards. 
 
Measure Traffic-2  
 
All authorized emergency vehicles shall be operated at all times in accordance with the “Basic Speed Law” as defined by California Vehicle Code 
(CVC22350). 
 
The Basic Speed Law CVC22350 states that “No person shall drive a vehicle upon a highway (road) at a speed greater than is reasonable or prudent having 
due regard for weather, visibility, the traffic on, and the surface and width of, the highway, and in no event at a speed which endangers the safety of 
persons or property.” 
 
Measure Traffic-3  
 
Drivers of emergency vehicles shall visually account for all traffic before entering intersections, even with a green light or right-of-way. 
 
Measure Traffic-4  
 
While entering an intersection with yielding cross traffic, emergency vehicle operators shall consider every open lane (right or left turn lane, open space 
by the curb) a potential hazard. All emergency vehicles shall approach slowly and not proceed until safe. 

Implementation of mitigation measures Traffic-1 
through Traffic-4 would be expected to reduce 
impacts related to emergency vehicle operation and 
pedestrian safety. 
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ES.6 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 
 
As a result of the project formulation process, the County of Los Angeles explored alternatives to 
the proposed project to assess their ability to meet most of the objectives of the project and reduce 
significant effects of the proposed project. Alternative projects recommended by the scoping 
process were evaluated in relation to the project objectives and their ability to reduce significant 
impacts as described in Section 4.0 of this Supplemental EIR. Eight project alternatives have been 
carried forward for detailed analysis in this Supplemental EIR: 
 

• No Project Alternative 
• Alternative A, Milestone Street and Incline Lane 
• Alternative B, Incline Lane and Superior Court 
• Alternative C, Singingwood Drive and Seco Canyon Road 
• Alternative D, Moondust Court and Garnet Canyon Drive 
• Alternative E, North Rock Canyon Drive and High Sierra Trail  
• Alternative F, Bud Court and Alaminos Drive 
• Alternative G, Garnet Canyon Drive  

 
These alternatives are described and analyzed in Section 4.0 of this Supplemental EIR. 
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SECTION 1.0 
INTRODUCTION 

 
This Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared by the County of Los 
Angeles Consolidated Fire Protection District (Fire Protection District) to assess the environmental 
consequences of the County of Los Angeles Fire Station 108 (proposed project). The County of Los 
Angeles is the lead agency for the proposed project pursuant to the State of California 
Environmental Quality Act Guidelines (State CEQA Guidelines). The Draft EIR for the Mountain 
View Projects with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive, Tentative Tract Map: 46564 was circulated 
from May to March 1993 for public comment. Responses to the document were addressed by the 
Fire Protection District, and on December 6, 1994, the County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors 
approved the residential housing development by certifying the EIR, which included the 
construction of Fire Station 108.1 In the effort to provide fire and life safety services to the master-
planned community, Pacific Bay Homes intended to construct a new fire station in accordance 
with the Fire Protection District’s developer agreement requirements. In June 2002, the Fire 
Protection District assumed responsibility of construction of the new fire station. Although, the EIR 
evaluated the proposed project at a programming level, it did not include a project-level analysis of 
the potential environmental impacts as a result of constructing and operating the fire station. In 
response, the Fire Protection District prepared a Mitigated Negative Declaration2 and made a 
proposed finding that significant impacts could be avoided by incorporating measures to mitigate 
operational constraints of the proposed project. Based on controversy over the details of the 
Mitigated Negative Declaration, subsequent comments received concerning noise, and the issues 
raised in the original analysis of the Mountain View Projects certified EIR, the Fire Protection 
District determined that there was a potential for significant impacts resulting from construction 
and operation of the proposed project. Therefore, a Supplemental EIR has been prepared pursuant 
to the State CEQA Guidelines. 
 
1.1 PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE SUPPLEMENTAL EIR 
 
The Fire Protection District has prepared this Supplemental EIR to support the fulfillment of the six 
major goals of CEQA: 
 

• To disclose to the decision-makers and the public significant environmental effects 
of the proposed activities. 

• To identify ways to avoid or reduce environmental damage. 
• To prevent environmental damage by requiring implementation of feasible 

alternatives or mitigation measures. 
• To disclose to the public reasons for agency approvals of projects with significant 

environmental effects. 
• To foster interagency coordination in the review of projects. 
• To enhance public participation in the planning process. 

 
Although the Supplemental EIR neither controls nor anticipates the ultimate decision on the 
proposed project, the Fire Protection District (and other agencies that rely on this Supplemental 

                                                 
1 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. September 1993. Final Environmental Impact Report for the 
Mountain View Projects with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. Prepared by: Sikand Engineering, Sherman Oaks, CA. 
2 County of Los Angeles Fire Department. March 2004. Mitigated Negative Declaration for Fire Station 108, 28799 
North Rock Canyon Road, Santa Clarita. Prepared by: Land Design Consultants, Pasadena, CA.  
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EIR) must consider the information in the Supplemental EIR and make findings concerning each 
potentially significant impact identified. 
 
1.1.1 Intent of CEQA 
 
As provided in the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations Section 15000 et seq.), 
public agencies are charged with the duty to avoid or minimize environmental damage where 
feasible. In discharging this duty, the Fire Protection District has an obligation to balance a variety 
of public objectives, including economic, environmental, and social issues (Section 15021 of the 
State CEQA Guidelines). The findings and conclusions of the Supplemental EIR regarding 
environmental impacts do not control the Fire Protection District’s discretion to approve, deny, or 
modify the project, but instead are presented as information intended to aid the decision-making 
process. Sections 15122 through 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines describe the required 
content of a Supplemental EIR: a description of the project and the environmental setting (existing 
conditions), an environmental impact analysis, mitigation measures, alternatives, significant 
irreversible environmental changes, growth-inducing impacts, and cumulative impacts. As a 
project-level Supplemental EIR, this document primarily focuses on the changes in the environment 
that would result from construction and operation of the proposed project, and is required to 
consider the information in the Supplemental EIR, along with any other relevant information, in 
making final decisions on the proposed project (Section 15121 of the State CEQA Guidelines).  
 
1.1.2 Environmental Review Process 
 
A Notice of Preparation (NOP) concerning the Supplemental EIR for the proposed project was 
circulated for a 32-day review period that began on April 24, 2006 and closed on May 26, 2006. 
Copies of the NOP and comment letters submitted in response to the NOP are provided as 
Appendix A, NOP and Comment Letters. 
 
The NOP was sent to the State Clearinghouse on April 3, 2006 and distributed to various federal, 
state, regional, and local government agencies. On April 10, 2006, a NOP was directly mailed to 
approximately 50 residents within a 500-foot radius of the proposed project site. A public Notice of 
Availability of the NOP was provided in the Signal Newspaper. The NOP was mailed directly to 
more than 67 agencies and interested parties and posted at the Valencia and Newhall Branch 
libraries. A NOP was posted at the proposed project site. The NOP advertised a public scoping 
meeting for interested parties to receive information on the proposed project and the CEQA 
process as well as providing an opportunity for the submittal of comments. The scoping meeting 
facilitated early consultation with interested parties in compliance with Section 15082 of the State 
CEQA Guidelines. The meeting was held on Wednesday, April 26, 2006, at 6:00 p.m. at the 
County of Los Angeles Fire Station 126 located at 26320 Citrus Street, Santa Clarita, California 
91355.  
 
A total of five individuals attended the scoping meeting. The Consolidated Fire Protection District 
requested information from the public related to the range of actions under consideration, 
alternatives, mitigation measures, and significant effects to be analyzed in depth in the 
Supplemental EIR. All verbal and written comments related to environmental issues that were 
provided during public review of the NOP and at scoping meetings have been taken into 
consideration in the preparation of this Supplemental EIR. This Supplemental EIR considers 
alternatives that are capable of avoiding or reducing significant effects of the proposed project. The 
comment period on the NOP closed on Friday, May 26, 2006 at 5:00 p.m.  
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A total of two comment letters were received in response to the NOP (Appendix A): Letter of 
opposition signed by 19 Pacific Crest residents and a letter from the California Department of Fish 
and Game. Residents voiced concerns regarding noise and safety and security of children that are 
addressed in Section 3.0 of this Supplemental EIR. The California Department of Fish and Game 
requested information regarding flora and fauna. The County transmitted a letter explaining that the 
flora and fauna of the site was provided to the California Department of Fish and Game with 
circulation of the EIR for the Seco Canyon Development project approved by the County of Los 
Angeles Board of Supervisors on December 6, 1994, and that the proposed project site is a barren 
vacant lot within the previously approved master planned community.  
 
The proposed project was originally an element of the Seco Canyon Development IV project, 
which includes approximately 594 single-family dwelling units on 381.2 acres as an extension of 
Mountain View Community and Canyon Heights Community. Based on the analysis undertaken in 
the September 1993 Final Environmental Impact Report for the Seco Canyon Development,3 the 
Fire Protection District determined that the proposed project may have significant effects on the 
environment not identified in the EIR, and therefore requiring the preparation of a Supplemental 
EIR. The supplemental analysis in this report includes a detailed evaluation of the air, geology and 
soils, and noise impacts related to the proposed project. 
 
This Supplemental EIR has been distributed to various federal, state, regional, and local 
government agencies and interested organizations and individuals for a 45-day public review 
period. This Supplemental EIR was provided to the State Clearinghouse on September 29, 2006 for 
additional distribution to agencies. In addition, a public Notice of Availability of the Supplemental 
EIR will appear in the Signal Newspaper and will be mailed directly to interested parties requesting 
the document. The dates of the public review period are specified on the transmittal memo 
accompanying this Supplemental EIR. In addition, copies of this Supplemental EIR are available 
during the public review period at the following libraries: 
 
Valencia Library, 23743 West Valencia Boulevard, Santa Clarita, California 91355  
 Telephone Number: (661) 259-8942  
 Hours of Operation: Monday through Thursday (10:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m.) 

Friday (10:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.) 
Saturday (10:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.) 

    Sunday (1:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m.) 
 
Newhall Library, 22704 West 9th Street, Newhall, California 91321 
 Telephone Number: (661) 259-0750  
 Hours of Operation: Monday through Wednesday (10:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m.) 

Thursday and Friday (10:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.) 
Saturday (10:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.) 

    Sunday (closed) 
 

                                                 
3 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. September 1993. Final Environmental Impact Report for the 
Mountain View Projects with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. Prepared by: Sikand Engineering, Sherman Oaks, CA. 
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Written comments on this Supplemental EIR should be transmitted during the public review period 
to: 

Mr. Tim Ottman  
County of Los Angeles  
Consolidated Fire Protection District Headquarters  
1320 North Eastern Avenue 
Los Angeles, California 90063  

 
Written comments provided by the general public and public agencies will be evaluated and 
written responses will be prepared for all comments received during the designated comment 
period. Upon completion of the evaluation, a Final Supplemental EIR will be prepared and 
provided to the County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors for certification of compliance with 
CEQA, and for review and consideration as part of the decision-making process for the proposed 
project. 
 
1.2 ORGANIZATION AND CONTENT 
 
This Supplemental EIR consists of the following sections: 
 

• Section ES, Executive Summary provides a summary of the existing setting, 
proposed project, identified significant impacts of the proposed project, and 
mitigation measures. Those alternatives that were considered to avoid significant 
effects of the proposed project are identified. In addition, the Executive Summary 
identifies areas of controversy known to the Fire Protection District, including issues 
raised by agencies and the public. The Executive Summary includes a list of the 
issues to be resolved, including a discussion on alternatives and whether or how to 
mitigate significant effects of the proposed project. 

 
• Section 1, Introduction provides information related to the purpose and scope of 

the Supplemental EIR, environmental review process, and the organization and 
content of the Supplemental EIR. 

 
• Section 2, Project Description provides the location and boundaries of the 

proposed project; statement of objectives; and a description of the technical, 
economic, and environmental characteristics of the proposed project, considering 
the principal engineering proposals and supporting public service facilities. The 
project description identifies the intended uses of the Supplemental EIR, including 
the list of agencies that are expected to use the Supplemental EIR in their respective 
decision-making processes, a list of the related discretionary actions (permits and 
approvals) required to implement the proposed project, and a list of any related 
environmental review and consultation requirements required by federal, state, or 
local laws, regulations, or policies. The project description lists the related projects 
that were considered in the evaluation of the proposed project. 

 
• Section 3, Existing Conditions, Significance Thresholds, Impacts, Mitigation 

Measures, and Level of Significance after Mitigation describes existing conditions 
found at the project site and the surrounding area; lists the thresholds used to assess 
the potential for the proposed project to result in significant impacts; evaluates the 
potential impacts on environmental resources that may be generated by the 
proposed project, including the cumulative impacts of the proposed project in 
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conjunction with other related projects in the area; identifies available mitigation 
measures to reduce significant impacts; and assesses the effectiveness of proposed 
measures to reduce identified impacts to below the level of significance. This 
portion of the Supplemental EIR is organized by the applicable environmental 
topics resulting from the analysis undertaken in the Initial Study.  

 
• Section 4, Alternatives to the Proposed Project describes a range of reasonable 

alternatives to the proposed project or to the location of the proposed project. 
CEQA requires that the Supplemental EIR explore feasible alternatives that would 
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the proposed project. 
To be feasible, an alternative must be capable of attaining most of the basic 
objectives of the proposed project. CEQA requires an evaluation of the comparative 
impacts of the proposed project, action alternatives to the proposed project, and the 
no-project alternative. 

 
• Section 5, Significant Environmental Effects That Cannot Be Avoided if the 

Proposed Project is Implemented summarizes the significant effects of the 
proposed project. 

 
• Section 6, Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes evaluates potential uses 

of non-renewable resources and potential irreversible changes that may occur 
during the course of the proposed project.  

 
• Section 7, Growth-Inducing Impacts evaluates the potential for the proposed 

project to foster economic growth or population growth, either directly or 
indirectly, in the surrounding environment. 

 
• Section 8, Organizations and Persons Consulted provides a list of all governmental 

agencies, community groups, and other organizations consulted during the 
preparation of this Supplemental EIR. 

 
• Section 9, Report Preparation Personnel provides a list of all personnel that 

provided technical input to this Supplemental EIR.  
 

• Section 10, References lists all sources, communications, and correspondence used 
in the preparation of this Supplemental EIR. 

 
• Section 11, Distribution List provides a distribution list of those entities that were 

sent the Notice of Availability (NOA) for this Supplemental EIR, and the agencies 
and libraries receiving this Supplemental EIR, which was made available during the 
45-day public review period. 
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SECTION 2.0 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 
Consistent with the requirements of §15124 of the State of California Environmental Quality Act 
Guidelines (State CEQA Guidelines), the project description of the County of Los Angeles Fire 
Station 108 (proposed project) includes the precise location and boundaries of the proposed 
project; a brief characterization of the existing conditions at the proposed project site; a statement 
of objectives for the proposed project; a general delineation of the proposed project’s technical, 
economic, and environmental characteristics; and a statement describing the intended uses of the 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 
 
2.1 PROPOSED PROJECT LOCATION 
 
The proposed project would be located in the northwest portion of unincorporated Los Angeles 
County, approximately 1 mile north of the City of Santa Clarita and 6 miles south from the 
commercial core of Valencia in the Valencia Industrial Center (Figure 2.1-1, Regional Vicinity 
Map). The site is approximately 5 miles east of Interstate 5 and approximately 5 miles northwest of 
State Highway 14. The proposed project site is situated east of the recently constructed residential 
housing Tract 45137 and south of the Angeles National Forest. The proposed project site is located 
on the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute series Newhall topographic quadrangle (Figure 
2.1-2, Topographic Map) (Figure 2.1-3, Aerial Photograph).1 The topographic map has yet to be 
updated by the USGS to reflect the development of the Mountain View planned community, which 
is evident in the aerial photograph. The elevation of the graded pad at the proposed project site 
gently slopes from 1,604 feet to 1,608 feet above mean sea level (msl) with up to a 4-foot transition 
to surrounding property elevations. The proposed project site is bounded by local residential 
streets. These streets consist of Bridge Court on the north; Sugar Bliss Place and Phantom Trail to 
the east; Haskell Canyon Road, Copper Hill Drive, and a Southern California Edison easement to 
the south; and North Canyon Road to the west (Figure 2.1-4, Local Vicinity Map).  
 
The proposed project is located on a 1.41-acre site at 28799 North Rock Canyon Drive in an 
unincorporated area of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County, California. The proposed project was 
originally an element of the Seco Canyon Development IV project, which includes approximately 
594 single-family dwelling units on 381.2 acres as an extension of the Mountain View Community 
and Canyon Heights Community (Figure 2.1-4).2 
 
2.2 EXISTING CONDITIONS 
 
The proposed project would be built in the Seco Canyon Development IV area, which consists of 
594 single-family dwelling units on 381.2 acres in Seco Canyon (Figure 2.2-1, Seco Canyon 
Development IV). The proposed project site is located on an approximately 1.41-acre, irregularly 
shaped, graded parcel. The site is currently enclosed with chain-link fencing (Figure 2.2-2a, Site 
Photographs, and Figure 2.2-2b, Site Photographs). The property is bound on the north, west, and 
east by single-family residential land uses, and on the south by downsloped open space. The 

                                                 
1 U.S. Geological Survey. 1998 [Photoinspected 1998]. 7.5-Minute Series Newhall, California, Topographic Quadrangle. 
Reston, VA. 
2 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. September 1993. Final Environmental Impact Report for the 
Seco Canyon Development IV Project with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. Prepared by Sikand Engineering, 
Sherman Oaks, CA.  
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FIGURE 2.2-1

Seco Canyon Development IV

SOURCE: Sikand Engineering Associates



PHOTO 1
Proposed site entrance, facing northwest

PHOTO 2
Proposed site sidewalk, facing south along North Rock Canyon Drive

FIGURE 2.2-2a
Site Photographs



PHOTO 3
Proposed site, facing residential homes to the north

PHOTO 4
Proposed site, facing east toward North Rock Canyon Drive

FIGURE 2.2-2b
Site Photographs



 

County of Los Angeles Fire Station 108 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 
December 7, 2006 Sapphos Environmental, Inc. 
S:\1204-011\Supplemental EIR\Section 02 Proj Description.Doc Page 2-2 

proposed project site was partially graded in 1997 and the fill was placed south of the proposed 
project site as an earth embankment to provide a temporary desilting basin.3 By late 1998, 
unsuitable material was removed from the proposed project site and filled in the adjacent basin, 
completing the existing grade in 1999.4  
 
The general topology characteristics of the proposed project site consist of gentle to steep slopes 
characterized by hilly to mountainous terrain, underlain by sedimentary bedrock of the Castaic, 
Mint Canyon, Saugus, and Sunshine Ranch Formations. Large landslides and areas containing 
multiple slides occupy the southeastern area of the site, and several small landslides have occurred 
in the southwestern area of the proposed project site. No known active or potentially active faults 
traverse the proposed project site.  
 
A record search for cultural resources revealed no prehistoric, aboriginal, historic, or modern 
period sites within the site boundaries. However, several historic and archaeological sites were 
identified and recorded within the general area of the larger Seco Development. Thus, the 
presence of these nearby sites indicates that the locality in which the proposed project site exists is 
a sensitive archaeological zone.  
 
There would be no significant impacts associated with flooding. There would be no impacts 
associated with solid waste, litter, dust, ash, smoke, fumes, odors, or unusual groundwater and 
existing drainage patterns. Currently, there would be no agricultural uses or filled land at the 
proposed project site.  
 
2.2.1 General Plan Land Use Designation 
 
The Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan (SCVAP) designates the proposed project site as Urban-2 (U2).5 
This land use designation specifies development intensities for use of 3.4 to 6.6 dwelling units per 
acre.6 The surrounding properties to the immediate north, east, south, and west are also within the 
SCVAP, which include designated land uses: Urban-2 (U2), Nonurban-2 (N2), and Hillside 
Management (HM). Adjacent land uses within the SCVAP also include Floodway/Floodplain (W) to 
the east and Public Service Facility (P) to the southwest.7 The area further north of the proposed 
project site is within the Angeles National Forest. The area further west and south of the proposed 
project site, not within the SCVAP, is within the jurisdiction of the City of Santa Clarita.8 Land use 
designations for adjacent areas within the City of Santa Clarita include Residential Low (RL) and 
Residential Suburban (RS) to the west and south of the proposed project site.9 The project 
developer has complied with the County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning by 
                                                 
3 Pacific Soils Engineering, Inc. 9 August 2000. Final Rough Grade Geotechnical Report, Pacific Crest (Seco IV) Project, 
Lot 24, Tract No. 46909-08, Proposed Fire Station Site, Seco Canyon Area, County of Los Angeles, CA. Cypress, CA. 
4 Pacific Soils Engineering, Inc. 9 August 2000. Final Rough Grade Geotechnical Report, Pacific Crest (Seco IV) Project, 
Lot 24, Tract No. 46909-08, Proposed Fire Station Site, Seco Canyon Area, County of Los Angeles, CA. Cypress, CA. 
5 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. 1995. Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan and Land Use Map. Los 
Angeles, CA. Available at: http://planning.co.ca.la.us. 
6 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. 1995. Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan and Land Use Map. Los 
Angeles, CA. Available at: http://planning.co.ca.la.us. 
7 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. 1995. Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan and Land Use Map. Los 
Angeles, CA. Available at: http://planning.co.ca.la.us. 
8 City of Santa Clarita Planning Division. May 2005. City of Santa Clarita General Plan Land Use Policy Map. Santa 
Clarita, CA. Available at: http://www.santa-clarita.com/cityhall/admin/technology/gis. 
9 City of Santa Clarita Planning Division. May 2005. City of Santa Clarita General Plan Land Use Policy Map. Santa 
Clarita, CA. Available at: http://www.santa-clarita.com/cityhall/admin/technology/gis. 
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submitting Exhibit A, which permits a change of land use designation for the proposed site to allow 
for the construction of a fire station.  
 
2.2.2 Zoning 
 
The proposed project site consists of Assessor’s parcel number (APN) 3244-141-900.10 The County 
of Los Angeles Zoning Ordinance for APN 3244-141-900 designates the proposed project area as 
RPD-5000-3.5, Residential Planned Development.11,12 The purpose of the RPD-5000-3.5 zoning 
classification is to allow for 3.5 residential units per acre.13 The additional zoning designations 
surrounding the proposed project site within the County of Los Angeles include Agriculture (A-2-2) 
zones to the south and residential zones RPD-5000-3.5, RPD-5000-4, and R-1-5000 to the north, 
east, and west, respectively.14 The Residential R-1 zone may be used for adult residential facilities, 
limited to six or fewer persons, and family childcare homes.15 The zoning designations surrounding 
the proposed project site within the City of Santa Clarita jurisdiction include primarily Residential 
Low (RL) and Residential Suburban (RS) to the west and a small area at the intersection of Seco 
Canyon Road and Copper Hill Drive, which is zoned for Commercial Neighborhood (CN) and 
Planned Development (PD).16  
 
The project developer has complied with the County of Los Angeles Development Agreement No. 
92-247, which assures the development project set forth within Mountain View is completed in 
accordance with the plans and designs approved by the County of Los Angeles. The agreement 
established the benefits to be provided for the planned community, including the provision for a 
fire station site through Conditional Use Permit 88-596 for Tentative Tract 46908.17  
 
2.3 STATEMENT OF OBJECTIVES 
 
The underlying purpose and need of the proposed project is to provide fire protection and life 
safety services for portions of the approximately 9-square-mile Seco Canyon Development IV 
project, previously developed for strictly residential land use (Figure 2.3-1, Fire Station 108 Service 
Area). 
  

                                                 
10 County of Los Angeles Office of the Assessor. December 2005. Web site. Available at: 
http://www.lacountyassessor.com. 
11 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. 1995. Zoning Designations Online Map. Los Angeles, CA. 
Available at: http://planning.co.ca.la.us. 
12 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. 1995. Zoning Designations Online Map. Los Angeles, CA. 
Available at: http://planning.co.ca.la.us. 
13 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. 21 December 2005. Zoning Ordinance 22.20.440 RPD 
Residential Planned Development Zone. Los Angeles, CA.  
14 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. 21 December 2005. Zoning Ordinance 22.24.120 Permitted 
Zoning Designations for A-2 Heavy Agricultural Zone Part 3 Sections: 22.24.120. Los Angeles, CA. 
15 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. 21 December 2005. Zoning Ordinance 22.20.070 Permitted 
Uses for Property in Zone R-1. Los Angeles, CA. 
16 City of Santa Clarita Planning Division. October 2005. City of Santa Clarita Zoning Map. Santa Clarita, CA. Available 
at: http://www.santa-clarita.com/cityhall/admin/technology/gis. 
17 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. September 1993. Final Environmental Impact Report for the 
Seco Canyon Development IV Project with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. Prepared by Sikand Engineering, 
Sherman Oaks, CA. 
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Objectives 
 
The County of Los Angeles identified and prioritized four basic objectives that are important to 
achieving the proposed project goals: 
 

1. Mission Statement and Vision. The fire station is required to serve and to support 
the County of Los Angeles Consolidated Fire Protection District’s (Fire Protection 
District) Mission Statement and Vision to protect lives, the environment, and 
property by providing prompt, skillful, and cost-effective fire protection and life 
safety services. The fire station would specifically service the anticipated number of 
residential units with response times that would be commensurate with Fire 
Protection District standard operating procedures. The Fire Protection District plans 
to continue to be recognized as an exemplary organization acclaimed for national 
reputation, regional strength, and hometown attentiveness as they provide fire 
protection and life safety services. 

 
2. Core Values. The Fire Protection District constructs fire stations in each service area 

to serve and accommodate the surrounding existing community and anticipated 
growth, and in a manner that meets generally accepted standards for fire stations 
and emergency response times designed to serve urban-wildland interface areas, 
including sufficient areas to house emergency response vehicles with space for 
reserve or auxiliary vehicles and firefighter crew. The anticipated need for this 
service area is a parcel of approximately 1.5 acres capable of accommodating a fire 
station of approximately 3,500 square feet, a garage of approximately 1,250 square 
feet, and nine parking spaces. Constructing a station to meet the aforementioned 
fire department specifications facilitates meeting the County of Los Angeles 
Consolidated Fire Protection District’s six core values including integrity, teamwork, 
courage, caring, commitment and community. 

 
3. Emergency Response. The Fire Protection District plans to provide the required 

level of fire and life safety with response times equal to or less than five minutes to 
existing residents residing in the communities known as Mountain View and 
Canyon Heights in the Santa Clarita area.  

 
4. Implementation of Strategic Plan Goals. The Fire Protection District plans to 

provide the required level of fire and life safety and services to existing and future 
development in the service area consistent with the County of Los Angeles Strategic 
Plan Goal of Service Excellence, with response times equal to or less than five 
minutes.  

 
2.4 PROPOSED PROJECT 
 
The Seco Canyon Development IV Project EIR included the construction of a new fire station as a 
project component.18 Although the Seco Canyon Development IV Project EIR evaluated the 
proposed fire station at a programming level, it did not include a project-level analysis of potential 

                                                 
18 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. September 1993. Final Environmental Impact Report for the 
Seco Canyon Development IV Project with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. Prepared by Sikand Engineering, 
Sherman Oaks, CA.  



 

County of Los Angeles Fire Station 108 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 
December 7, 2006 Sapphos Environmental, Inc. 
S:\1204-011\Supplemental EIR\Section 02 Proj Description.Doc Page 2-5 

environmental impacts from construction, operations, and maintenance of the new fire station.19 In 
response, the Fire Protection District prepared an Initial Study, which determined that significant 
impacts could be avoided by incorporating operational constraints into the project design.20 The 
Initial Study was circulated for public comment. As a result of public comments received, the Fire 
Protection District determined that operation of the proposed project may potentially result in less 
than significant impacts to air quality, geology and soils, noise, and traffic and transportation. 
Therefore, the Fire Protection District initiated preparation of a Supplemental EIR to analyze these 
potentially significant impact areas. 
 
2.4.1 Project Elements 
 
The proposed project would include the development of a new fire station on a 1.41-acre parcel 
that would serve the local existing and the anticipated needs of the growing community. Elements 
of the proposed project include development of a 3,571-square-foot, two-story fire station structure 
and a 1,251-square-foot station garage on an existing graded pad (Figure 2.4.1-1, Site Plan).  
 
The proposed project would include the following elements:  
 

• Office space 
• Living quarters 
• Exercise Room  
• Restrooms and shower facilities 
• Storage facilities  
• Dormitories  
• Laundry facilities  
• Outdoor BBQ and patio area  
• Telecommunications room 
• One 1,500-gallon diesel tank 
• Surface parking area 
• One emergency generator, including a self-contained, 500-gallon diesel fuel tank 
 

The 1,251-square-foot attached garage station would include parking for fire department vehicles 
and equipment, an oil room, medical supply room, and a hose storage room.  
 
Firefighters would be on site in rotating shifts: three firefighters would be scheduled per 24-hour 
shift and a fourth firefighter per 12-hour shift. The fire station would be equipped with one fire 
engine, one patrol vehicle, and a 1,500-gallon diesel tank that would be located at the rear of the 
station for fueling the fire engine and patrol vehicle. A diesel-powered generator, including a self-
contained, 500-gallon diesel fuel tank would be located at the rear of the station. The generator 
would only be used during power outages and during a weekly 30-minute test. Small quantities (5-
gallon containers) of gasoline would be kept on site for domestic uses around the station. Outdoor 
parking would be provided for station staff. Landscaping around the fire station would be 
                                                 
19 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. September 1993. Final Environmental Impact Report for the 
Seco Canyon Development IV Project with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. Prepared by Sikand Engineering, 
Sherman Oaks, CA. 
20 County of Los Angeles Fire Department. March 2004. Initial Study, Fire Station 108. Prepared by: Land Design 
Consultants, Inc., Pasadena, CA.  
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consistent with the landscaping of the surrounding tract and would feature native drought-tolerant 
species.  
 
The exterior of the structure would be consistent with the design of the adjacent existing tract 
houses (Tract 46908-08) (Figure 2.4.1-2, East/West Elevations; and Figure 2.4.1-3, North/South 
Elevations). Ingress/egress to the fire station would be on the northern portion of the lot along 
North Rock Canyon Road. Additional elements of the proposed project include surface parking 
spaces for seven employee spaces, one handicapped space, and one visitor space; enclosed trash 
and recycling receptacles; a fuel station located behind the fire station with a 1,500-gallon diesel 
tank to fuel fire engines and vehicles. The proposed project site would consist of a 6-foot fence 
running along the eastern, southern, and western perimeters and a 6-foot wall to be located to the 
north along North Rock Canyon Road.  
 
The City of Santa Clarita and surrounding residential communities in unincorporated areas are 
served by the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Division III, Battalion 6 (Figure 2.4.1-4, 
Existing and Proposed Fire Stations in County of Los Angeles North Operation Bureau, Division III, 
Battalion 6). Eleven fire stations are located within this battalion, including one temporary fire 
station (Fire Station 104). Currently, the jurisdictional fire station serving the Mountain View 
Community and the Seco Canyon Community is Fire Station 111, located at 26829 Seco Canyon 
Road, Canyon County, California. On average, Fire Station 111 receives approximately 2.5 
emergency related calls each day with an average response time over 8 minutes (Figure 2.4.1-5, 
Existing Conditions: Fire Station 111 Response Times). 
   
The proposed project would serve the developed area as well as some rural areas within the 
County of Los Angeles. During 2005 (January 1, 2005 to December 15, 2005), 627 incidents 
occurred in the projected jurisdictional area of the proposed fire station.21 The average response 
time for those incidents (based on the arrival of the first emergency vehicle unit) was 10.26 
minutes.22 The proposed project, once in service, is expected to average a response time of 3.26 
minutes. In the developed area of the proposed project, the response time for 478 incidents was 
7.26 minutes.23 The level of response time with the proposed fire station in service is expected to 
drop to under 5 minutes (Figure 2.4.1-6, Proposed Project: Response Time Improvement).24 The 
proposed project aims to significantly reduce emergency response times in both developed and 
rural areas and better serve the surrounding community needs.  
 
In addition to the proposed project, there were approximately 14 other proposed fire stations 
planned for Battalion 6. The closest proposed projects near proposed Fire Station 108 include Fire 
Station 138 located in San Francisquito Canyon, Fire Station 156 located on Copper Hill Drive, 
Fire Station 128 located on Plum Drive, and Fire Station 132 located on San Canyon Road (Figure 
2.4.1-7, Proposed Project, Existing Fire Station 111, and Future-planned Fire Station: Approximate 

                                                 
21 Herrera, Barbara, Planning Division Chief, County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Los Angeles, CA. 22 December 
2005. Telephone correspondence with Juliana Prosperi, Sapphos Environmental, Inc., Pasadena, CA. 
22 Herrera, Barbara, Planning Division Chief, County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Los Angeles, CA. 22 December 
2005. Telephone correspondence with Juliana Prosperi, Sapphos Environmental, Inc., Pasadena, CA. 
23 Herrera, Barbara, Planning Division Chief, County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Los Angeles, CA. 22 December 
2005. Telephone correspondence with Juliana Prosperi, Sapphos Environmental, Inc., Pasadena, CA. 
24 Herrera, Barbara, Planning Division Chief, County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Los Angeles, CA. 22 December 
2005. Telephone correspondence with Juliana Prosperi, Sapphos Environmental, Inc., Pasadena, CA. 
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5-minute Response Time). However, based on emergency response time modeling, each of these 
alternative proposed fire station sites were outside the response time area permitted to allow for 
adequate safe and quick emergency response.25 The proposed project site is the only location that 
meets the criteria aimed to reduce excessive response times at nearby existing fire stations. 
 
2.4.2 Construction Scenario 
 
Site preparation and construction of the proposed project would be undertaken in accordance with 
all federal, state, and County of Los Angeles building codes. Construction would be scheduled in 
compliance with County of Los Angeles regulations. Daily work would commence no earlier than 
7:00 a.m. and cease no later than 8:00 p.m. on weekdays.26 The County of Los Angeles allows 
restricted construction hours on Saturday between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. However, work would 
not be conducted on weekends and federal holidays. Approximately 25 workers would be 
expected to be on site during peak construction activity periods. Fewer than eight workers would 
be expected to be on site during non-peak construction activity periods. Construction equipment 
would be turned off when not in use. The construction contractor would be required to ensure that 
all construction, demolition, and grading equipment are properly maintained. All vehicles and 
compressors would utilize exhaust mufflers and engine enclosure covers (as designed by the 
manufacturer) at all times. All grading and earthwork would be performed under the observation of 
a geotechnical engineer to ensure proper subgrade preparation, selection of satisfactory materials, 
and placement and compaction of structural fills. Any unanticipated adverse conditions 
encountered would be evaluated by the project engineering geologist and the soils engineer, and 
the appropriate recommendation would be made and implemented. The impact analysis for the 
proposed project is based on the assumption that the final plans and specifications shall 
incorporate and conform to all design measures specified in the site-specific geotechnical 
investigations: 
 

• Diaz-Yourman & Associates. 21 January 2005. Geotechnical Investigation for Fire 
Station 108 County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Santa Clarita, California. Santa 
Ana, CA. 

 
• Wilson Geosciences, Inc. March 2005. Technical Background Report, 

Geologic/Seismic Site Evaluation for the Los Angeles County Fire Department 
Proposed Fire Station No. 108 Project, City of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County 
California. Altadena, CA. 

 
• Pacific Soils Engineering, Inc. 9 August 2000. Final Rough Grade Geotechnical 

Report, Pacific Crest (Seco IV) Project, Lot 24, Tract No. 46909-08, Proposed Fire 
Station Site, Seco Canyon Area, County of Los Angeles, CA. Cypress, CA. 

 
The plans and specifications for the proposed project would include a requirement for the 
construction contractor to comply with all provisions of the National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) Program administered by the California Regional Water Quality 

                                                 
25 Herrera, Barbara, Planning Division Chief, County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Los Angeles, CA. 22 December 
2005. Telephone correspondence with Juliana Prosperi, Sapphos Environmental, Inc., Pasadena, CA. 
26 County of Los Angeles. 1978. Ordinance 11778, Section 2 [Article 5, Section 501(c)]. Available at: 
http://ordlink.com/codes/lacounty/index.htm. 
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Control Board (RWQCB), Los Angeles Region, as they relate to avoiding impacts from storm water 
runoff during construction. The construction contractor would be required to incorporate best 
management practices (BMPs) consistent with the guidelines provided in the California Storm 
Water Quality Handbooks: Construction Site Best Management Practices Manual.27 Should the 
construction period continue into the rainy season, supplemental erosion measures would be 
implemented, including but not limited to, the use of: 
 

• Mulching 
• Geotextiles and mats 
• Earth dikes 
• Temporary drains and gullies 
• Silt fencing 
• Straw-bale barriers 
• Sand-bag barriers 
• Brush or rock filters 
• Sediment traps 
• De-silting Basins 

 
The plans and specifications for the proposed project would include the requirement for 
construction equipment of the type and quantity specified in Table 2.4.2-1, Anticipated 
Construction Equipment; and Table 2.4.2-2, Trucks. Table 2.4.2-1 and Table 2.4.2-2 also list the 
anticipated number of trips to and from the construction site and total number of days of operation, 
by equipment type. 
 

TABLE 2.4.2-1 
ANTICIPATED CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 

 
Type Approximate 

Quantity 
Total Number of Days of 

Operation 
Dozer 1 5 
Grader 1 5 
Back Hoe 1 50 
Roller 1 10 
Water Truck 1 20 
Skip Loader 1 25 
Fork Lift 1 365 
Drill Rig 1 10 

 

                                                 
27Stormwater Quality Association, January 2003. California Storm Water Quality Handbooks: Construction Site Best 
Management Practices Manual. Sacramento, CA 
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TABLE 2.4.2-2 
TRUCKS 

 
Type Approximate 

Quantity 
Approximate Number 

of Trips 
to and from Site 

Total Number of Days 
of Operation 

Pick-up truck 4 4 365 
Dump truck  4 4 20 
Hydroseed truck 1 1 2 
Concrete mix truck 10 2 20 
Materials delivery truck 24 1 100 

 
It is currently anticipated that between 8 and 25 construction workers would be on site at any one 
time during the approximately 12-month construction period. Due to the size of the main structure 
and associated parking areas and immediate need of the proposed project, there would only be 
one phase of construction.  
 
Site ingress and egress locations for construction, delivery vehicles, haul routes, and emergency 
response and evacuation would be located at one entrance/exit driveway along North Rock 
Canyon Drive (Figure 2.4.1-4).  
 
2.5 INTENDED USES OF THE SUPPLEMENTAL EIR 
 
The County of Los Angeles is the lead agency for the proposed project. The Fire Protection District 
is the project applicant. The County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors will consider certification 
of the Supplemental EIR and is authorized to render a decision on the proposed project. 
 
Specific project elements may be subject to additional permits as described in Table 2.5-1, Permit 
Requirements: 

TABLE 2.5-1 
PERMIT REQUIREMENTS 

 
Agency Permit How to obtain the permit 

Regional Water Quality Control Board NPDES Permit Application 

Regional Water Quality Control Board SWUSMP Drainage Plan Application 

Regional Water Quality Control Board SWPPP Plan Application 

County of Los Angeles Building Permit Application 

County of Los Angeles Revised Exhibit A Plan Application 

Cal/OSHPD Plan Approval Application 

South Coast Air Quality Management District Notification Application 
KEY: 
Cal/OSHPD = California Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development 
NPDES =National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
SWUSMP=Storm Water Urban Storm Water Management Plan 
SWPPP=Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
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2.6 RELATED PROJECTS 
 
The area surrounding the proposed project site and the Seco Canyon Development IV was 
examined in order to determine whether there are currently any projects in progress or proposed 
for the future that could potentially add to the impacts of the proposed project, creating cumulative 
significant impacts.  
 
It was determined that there are at least five projects that could affect the cumulative impacts 
analysis of the proposed project within the jurisdiction of the City of Santa Clarita and one project 
that could affect the cumulative impacts analysis of the proposed project within the jurisdiction of 
the County of Los Angeles. These projects that are anticipated to be implemented within the next 
year occur within an approximate 5-mile radius of the proposed project site (Table 2.6-1, List of 
Related Projects; and Figure 2.6-1, Location of Related Projects). It was determined that all other 
projects that could affect the proposed project were analyzed in the Seco Canyon Development IV 
Project with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. Therefore, most of the adjacent areas are already 
developed. 
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TABLE 2.6-1 
LIST OF RELATED PROJECTS 

 
No. Cumulative Project Location Description 
City of Santa Clarita 
1. Bridgeport Marketplace 

Master Case No. 05-221 
NE corner of Newhall 
Ranch Road and 
McBean Parkway 

Site area: 31 acres; 
building area: 130,000 
square feet of retail, 
church, restaurant, and 
office 

2. Camp Plenty Retail 
Master Case No. 03-191 & 04-493 

NE corner of Soledad 
Canyon Road and Camp 
Plenty, 19443 Soledad 
Canyon Road 

Site area: 22,500 square 
feet; building area: 
6,750 square feet of 
retail 

3.  Harbor Woods 
Master Case No. 03-347 

SW corner of McBean 
Parkway and Newhall 
Ranch Road 

Site area: 8.81 acres (1.2 
acres commercial); 
building area: 11,000 
square feet of restaurant, 
retail, and office 

4. Seco Canyon Village   
Master Case No. 01-317   

SW corner of Seco 
Canyon Road and 
Copper Hill 

Site area: 60,548 square 
feet; building area: 
14,380 square feet of 
retail only 

5.  
 
 
 
 
 

High Ridge Crossing 
Master Case No. 03-247    

NE corner of Newhall 
Ranch Road and Copper 
Hill Drive 

Site area: 7.4 acres; 
building area: 58,622 
square feet of office 
depot, retail, restaurant, 
bank, and medical 

County of Los Angeles 
1. Bouquet Canyon Road Extension   SW portion of Bouquet 

Canyon Road north to 
Vasquez Canyon Road 

N/A 

SOURCES: 
1. County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. December 2005. Web site. Available at: 

http://planning.co.la.ca.us/. 
2. County of Los Angeles Department of Transportation. December 2005. Web site. Available at: 

http://www.ladottransit.com/. 
3. City of Santa Clarita Department of Planning. December 2005. Web site. Available at: http://www.santa-

clarita.com/cityhall/cd/planning/. 
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2.7 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 
 
During the initial design phases of the proposed project, several locations for an additional fire 
station were considered, but after emergency response modeling, many of these potential locations 
were determined to be outside the average emergency response time requirements. Therefore, 
these alternate site locations were considered infeasible, and were no longer considered for 
development. Eight alternatives, including the no project alternative required under CEQA, have 
been carried forward for detailed analysis in this Supplemental EIR (refer to Section 4.0 for a full 
discussion on alternatives).  
 

• No Project Alternative 
• Alternative A, Milestone Street and Incline Lane 
• Alternative B, Incline Lane and Superior Court 
• Alternative C, Singingwood Drive and Discovery Ridge 
• Alternative D, Garnet Canyon Drive 
• Alternative E, North Rock Canyon Drive and High Sierra Trail 
• Alternative F, Bud Court and Alaminos Drive 
• Alternative G, Garnet Canyon Drive School Site 
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SECTION 3.0 
EXISTING CONDITIONS, IMPACTS, MITIGATION, 

AND LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 
 
This section of the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (EIR) evaluates the potential for 
construction, operation, and maintenance of the County of Los Angeles Fire Station 108 (proposed 
project) to result in significant impacts to the environment. This section of the Supplemental EIR 
provides a full scope of environmental analysis in conformance with the State of California 
Environmental Quality Act Guidelines (State CEQA Guidelines). 
 
The original analysis for the Seco Canyon Development IV Project with the Extension of Copper 
Hill Drive1 determined that there was no evidence that the master planned community, including 
the proposed location of Fire Station 108, would cause significant environmental effects related to 
12 environmental resources: aesthetics, agricultural resources, biological resources, cultural 
resources, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use, mineral 
resources, population and housing, public services, recreation, and utilities and service systems. 
Although, the original EIR evaluated the proposed project at a programming level, it did not 
include a project-level analysis of the potential environmental impacts as a result of constructing 
and operating the fire station. In response, the County of Los Angeles Consolidated Fire Protection 
District (Fire Protection District) prepared a Mitigated Negative Declaration2 and made a proposed 
finding that significant impacts could be avoided by incorporating measures to mitigate operational 
constraints of the proposed fire station. Based on controversy over the details of the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration, subsequent comments received concerning noise, and the issues raised in 
the original analysis of the Mountain View Projects certified EIR, the Fire Protection District 
determined that there may be a potential for significant impacts resulting from construction and 
operation of the proposed project. Therefore, this Supplemental EIR focuses on four environmental 
resources warranting analysis at the project level of detail: 
 

• Air quality 
• Geology and soils 
• Noise 
• Transportation and traffic 

        
Each section describes the regulatory framework, existing conditions, thresholds of significance, 
impact analysis, mitigation measures for significant impacts, and level of significance after 
mitigation. The applicable federal, state, regional, county, and local statutes and regulations that 
govern individual environmental resources that must be considered by the County of Los Angeles 
Board of Supervisors in the decision-making process are included in the regulatory framework 
described for each environmental resource. The existing conditions portion of the analysis has 
been prepared in accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines and includes a description of the 
environment in the vicinity of the proposed project site as it currently exists, from both a local and 
regional perspective. The existing conditions are described based on literature review and archived 
resources, agency coordination, geotechnical investigations, and field inspections. Significance 
thresholds were established in accordance with Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

                                                 
1 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. September 1993. Final Environmental Impact Report for the 
Mountain View Projects with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. Prepared by: Sikand Engineering, Sherman Oaks, CA. 
2 County of Los Angeles Fire Department. March 2004. Mitigated Negative Declaration for Fire Station 108, 28799 
North Rock Canyon Road, Santa Clarita. Prepared by: Land Design Consultants, Pasadena, CA. 
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Mitigation measures were derived from public and agency input and state-of-the-practice 
engineering methods. The level of significance after mitigation was evaluated in accordance with 
the thresholds of significance and the effectiveness of the proposed mitigations to reduce 
potentially significant impacts to below the significance threshold. The impact analysis contained 
in this environmental document is based on the implementation of the proposed project as 
described in Section 2.0, Project Description. 
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3.1 AIR QUALITY 
   
As a result of the analysis undertaken in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Seco Canyon 
Development IV Project with the Extension to Copperhill Drive,1 it was determined that the master 
planned community had the potential to result in impacts to air quality. The operation of Fire 
Station 108 (proposed project) was an element of the approved Seco Canyon Development IV 
project and was included in the consideration of air quality impacts for the project. Similarly, the 
grading for the master planned community, including the location for the proposed project was 
analyzed in the EIR. This Supplemental EIR re-evaluates construction and operation of the proposed 
project to determine if this element of the previously approved project results in significant impacts 
requiring the consideration of mitigation measures.  
 
The analysis of air quality consists of a summary of the regulatory framework that guides the 
decision-making process, a description of the existing conditions at the proposed project area, 
thresholds for determining if the proposed project would result in significant impacts, anticipated 
impacts (direct, indirect, and cumulative), mitigation measures, and level of significance after 
mitigation. The potential for impacts to air quality has been analyzed in accordance with Appendix 
G of the State of California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines (State CEQA Guidelines), and the 
methods and significance thresholds provided by the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD) and the Air Quality Technical Report prepared by JHA Environmental, Inc. for the 
proposed project (Appendix B, Air Quality Analysis).2  
 
3.1.1 Regulatory Framework 
 
This regulatory framework identifies the federal, state, regional, and local laws that govern the 
regulation of air quality, and must be considered by the County regarding decisions on projects 
involving construction, operation, or maintenance activities that would result in air emissions.  
 
Responsibility for attaining and maintaining ambient air quality standards in California is divided 
between the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and regional air pollution control or air quality 
management districts. Areas of control for the regional districts are set by CARB, which divides the 
state into air basins. These air basins are based largely on topography that limits air flow access, or 
by county boundaries. The proposed project is located in the SCAQMD, which includes the 
County of Los Angeles, Orange County, and half of the non-desert portions of San Bernardino 
County and Riverside County to the east. 
 
Federal 
 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) establishes and regularly reviews air quality 
standards to protect public health with an adequate margin of safety. There are six federally 
regulated pollutants [ozone (O3), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), carbon monoxide 
(CO), lead (Pb), and fine particulate matter (PM10)]. The ozone standard was historically measured 
over 1 hour. In 2004, a new 8-hour ozone standard superseded the 1-hour standard. Also in 2004, 

                                                 
1 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. September 1993. Final Environmental Impact Report for the 
Seco Canyon Development IV Project with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. Prepared by Sikand Engineering, 
Sherman Oaks, CA.  
2 JHA Environmental Consultants. April 2005. County of Los Angeles Technical Air Analysis. Los Angeles, CA. 
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a new PM2.5 standard for very fine particulates (those particulates measuring 2.5 micrograms or less 
in diameter) was added to the existing PM10 (particulates measuring 10 micrograms or less) 
standard. 
 
Ozone forms in the atmosphere when nitrogen oxides (NOx) and reactive organic compounds 
(ROC) combine in the presence of sunlight. Nitrogen oxides are a byproduct of fuel combustion. 
Sources of NOx include gasoline-powered vehicle engines, power plants, and refineries. Reactive 
organic compounds are emitted by vehicles and from industrial and commercial processes, 
including paints, coatings, and solvents. Nitrogen dioxide is a secondary contaminant formed 
when NOx combines in the atmosphere with oxygen. Sulfur dioxide results when sulfur oxides 
(SOx), emitted from burning fuel containing high amounts of sulfur, combine with oxygen. Sulfur 
dioxide is a major pollutant of the County of Los Angeles in areas that burn high sulfur coal rather 
than natural gas in power plants. Carbon monoxide results from incomplete combustion. Gasoline-
fueled automobiles were the major source of CO before extensive controls, including seasonal 
changes in gasoline composition, were enacted. Lead is no longer a major air pollutant since it was 
banned in gasoline. Fine particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), as well as larger particulates, are 
emitted through many natural and man-made sources and processes, including soil disturbance, 
salts in sea spray, vehicle exhausts, and smokestacks as a byproduct of fuel combustion.  
 
Under the 1990 Federal Clean Air Act (CAA), the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) was designated the 
nation’s only "extreme" ozone non-attainment area, until the EPA “bumped up” California’s San 
Joaquin Valley Air Basin from “severe” to “extreme” in October 2001. “Extreme” ozone non-
attainment areas were given until 2010 to achieve the national 1-hour ozone standard. Based on 
criteria in the 1990 CAA, SCAB was also designated a “serious” non-attainment area for both CO 
and respirable particulate matter (PM10).  
 
The 1990 Clean Air Act sets CO and PM10 attainment deadlines in “serious” non-attainment areas 
at the year 2000 and 2005, respectively. SCAB did not meet the 8-hour CO standard in the year 
2000. Although no CO standard was exceeded anywhere in the SCAB in the year 2001, the 8-hour 
federal standard was exceeded twice in the year 2000 in the South Central Los Angeles County 
source-receptor area (SRA). EPA regulations specify that an area attains the CO standard when there 
are two years of data with no more than one exceedance at any one monitoring station. The 2003 
Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) states that the CO attainment requirements were met in the 
year 2002. However, SCAQMD has not yet requested that the EPA re-designate the SCAB as an 
attainment area for the national CO standards.  
 
The national NO2 standard was regularly exceeded in the County of Los Angeles until 1992, and 
the SCAB was the only NO2 non-attainment area in the nation in 1998 when the EPA changed the 
designation to “attainment.” 
 
In July 1997, the EPA promulgated a new 8-hour standard for ozone and a new standard for fine 
particulate matter (PM2.5). On April 15, 2004, the EPA released its list of 8-hour ozone non-
attainment areas with the deadline for each non-attainment area to attain the standard. Areas with 
the highest 8-hour concentrations and the greatest number of days exceeding the new standard 
were given the longest time to reach attainment. The SCAB is in the most severely degraded ozone 
category and was given 17 years, or until the year 2021, to reach the new 8-hour standard. 
 
In December 2004, the EPA designated the entire South Coast, San Diego, and San Joaquin Valley 
air basins as the only PM2.5 non-attainment areas in California.  
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Federal Clean Air Act 
 
The Federal CAA requires that federally supported activities must conform to the State 
Implementation Plan (SIP), whose purpose is to attain and maintain the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS) (Table 3.1.1-1, Ambient Air Quality Standards). Section 176 (c) of the 
CAA as amended in 1990, established the criteria and procedures by which the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) (Title 23 U.S.C.), the Federal Transit Administration (FTA),3 and 
metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) determine the conformity of federally funded or 
approved highway and transit plans, programs, and projects to SIPs. The provisions of 40 CFR Parts 
51 and 934 apply in all non-attainment and maintenance areas for transportation-related criteria 
pollutants for which the area is designated non-attainment or has a maintenance plan.  
 

TABLE 3.1.1-1 
AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS 

 
 National State 
Air Pollutant Primary Secondary Standard 

Ozone (O3) 0.12 ppm, 1-hr avg. 0.12 ppm, 1-hr avg. 0.09 ppm, 1-hr avg.  

Carbon monoxide (CO) 9.5 ppm, 8-hr avg. 
35 ppm, 1-hr avg. 

9.5 ppm, 8-hr avg. 
35 ppm, 1-hr avg. 

9.0 ppm, 8-hr avg. 
20 ppm, 1-hr avg. 

Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) 0.0534 ppm, annual avg. 0.0534 ppm, annual avg. 0.25 ppm, 1-hr avg. 

Sulfur dioxide (SO2) 0.03 ppm, annual avg. 
0.14 ppm, 24-hr avg. 

0.50 ppm, 3-hr avg. 25 ppm, 1-hr 
0.04 ppm, 24-hr avg.  

Suspended particulate 
matter (PM10) 

150 μg/m3, 24-hr avg. 
50 μg/m3, AAM 

150 μg/m3, 24-hr avg. 
50 μg/m3, AAM 

50 μg/m3, 24-hr avg. 
30 μg/m3, AGM 

Particulate matter (PM 2.5) 65 μg/m3, 24-hr avg. 
15 μg/m3, AAM 

65 μg/m3, 24-hr avg. 
15 μg/m3,AAM 

12 μg/m3, AGM 

Sulfates (SO4) --- --- 25 μg/m3, 24-hr avg. 

Lead (Pb) 1.5 μg/m3, calendar 
quarter 

1.5 μg/m3 1.5 μg/m3, monthly 
avg. 

Hydrogen sulfide (H2S) --- --- 0.03 ppm, 1-hr avg. 

Vinyl chloride  --- --- 0.010 ppm, 24-hr avg. 

Visibility-reducing 
particles 

 
 
--- 

 
 
--- 

Insufficient amount to 
reduce prevailing 
visibility to less than 
10 miles at relative 
humidity less than 70 
percent, 1 observation 

NOTE: ppm = parts per million by volume  
 avg. = average 
 μg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter  
 AAM = annual arithmetic mean 
 AGM = annual geometric mean 
SOURCE: U.S. EPA and California Air Resources Board. 1 July 2002. Ambient Air Quality Standards. Available at: 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/aqs/aaqs2.pdf. 
 

                                                 
3 58 FR 62188, 24 November 1997. 
4 Final Rule effective 15 September 1997. 



County of Los Angeles Fire Station 108 Draft Supplemental Environment Impact Report 
December 7, 2006 Sapphos Environmental, Inc. 
S:\1204-011\Supplemental EIR\Section 03.1 Air.doc Page 3.1-4 

In July 1997, the EPA promulgated stricter standards for ozone and fine particulate (PM2.5); 
however, deadlines for attaining the standards were extended over original proposals, with up to 
15 years allowed for attaining the PM2.5 standard. The PM10 standard was revised, but the existing 
PM10 standard remains in effect until attainment is achieved. Until there has been sufficient 
monitoring for the EPA to designate the PM2.5 attainment status for each region, the PM10 standard 
will remain the particulate standard of reference. However, federal enforcement of the new 
standards are currently on hold pending the outcome of an appeal by EPA of a 2 to 1 decision by a 
three-judge panel of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia on May 14, 1999. This 
decision removed the revised federal PM10 standard, put a hold on implementing the 8-hour ozone 
standard, and asked for further comments on the PM2.5 standard.  
 
The 1990 amendments to the CAA divide the nation into five categories of planning regions, 
depending on the severity of their pollution, and set new timetables for attaining the national 
ambient air quality standards. The categories range from "marginal" to "extreme." Attainment 
deadlines are from 3 to 20 years, depending on the category. The SCAB could not demonstrate 
attainment by the year 2000 deadline because the 8-hour federal standard was exceeded twice in 
2000 in the County of Los Angeles. However, there was no exceedance of any CO standard 
anywhere in SCAB in 2001. In 2002, SCAB could not demonstrate attainment because the 8-hour 
federal standard was exceeded once in the County of Los Angeles. 
 
Section 182(e)(5) of the CAA allows the EPA administrator to approve provisions of an attainment 
strategy in an "extreme" area that anticipates development of new control techniques or 
improvement of existing control technologies if such provisions are not needed to achieve required 
incremental reductions by the year 2000. The state has submitted enforceable commitments to 
develop and adopt contingency measures to be implemented if the anticipated technologies do not 
achieve planned reductions. 
 
EPA can withhold certain transportation funds from states that fail to comply with the planning 
requirements of the CAA. If a state fails to correct these planning deficiencies within two years of 
federal notification, EPA is required to develop a Federal Implementation Plan (FIP) for the 
identified non-attainment area or areas.  
 
State 
 
California Air Resources Board 
 
On the state level, CARB approves the regional plans from each planning area in California for 
incorporation in the California SIP. It also is responsible for preparing the portions of the SIP related 
to many area source control measures and all mobile source controls. In addition, CARB prepares 
advisory information on air pollution issues for use by other government entities. 
 
Regional 
 
South Coast Air Quality Management District 
 
On a regional level, the SCAQMD and the Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG) have responsibility under state law to prepare the AQMP, which contains measures to 
meet state and federal requirements. When approved by CARB and the federal EPA, the AQMP 
becomes part of the SIP. 
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The agencies adopted a new AQMP in 1989 to meet national standards, amended it in 1991 to 
meet California standards, and revised the AQMP again in 1994 and 1997. The EPA approved the 
1994 AQMP in 1996 as part of the SIP. After the EPA announced that it had concerns about the 
ozone control strategies in the 1997 AQMP, the SCAQMD revised the document in 1999 to 
address the EPA issues. The revised plan, now known as the 1997/1999 AQMP, was approved by 
the EPA on May 10, 2000, and replaced the 1994 AQMP as the federally enforceable SIP for 
SCAB.  
 
Local 
 
County of Los Angeles General Plan 
 
The proposed project would be required to conform to the County of Los Angeles General Plan 
(General Plan). The General Plan Land Use element includes guidelines, goals, policies, and 
programs of the County for energy conservation and improving air quality.5 A goal of the Land Use 
element is to foster compatible land use arrangements that contribute to reduced energy 
consumption and improved air quality. Other general goals and policies include “conserving 
resources and protection of the environment.” Policy 19 of the General Plan aims at restoring and 
protecting air quality through the control of industrial and vehicular emissions, improved land use 
management, energy conservation, and transportation planning.  
       
3.1.2 Existing Conditions 
 
The County of Los Angeles is located in the SCAB, which is composed of a 6,600-square-mile area 
encompassing all of Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San 
Bernardino Counties. The analysis of existing conditions related to air quality includes a summary 
of pollutant levels prior to implementation of each component of the proposed project. All the 
project components are located within the SCAB; therefore, all air quality data and analysis are 
presented as an aggregate of the entire proposed project area.  
 
The climate of Los Angeles (i.e., the SCAB) is categorized as Mediterranean, which is characterized 
by dry summers, rainy winters, and relatively modest changes in temperature. During the dry 
season, the Eastern Pacific High Pressure Area (a semipermanent feature of the general hemispheric 
circulation pattern) dominates the weather over much of Southern California. The Eastern Pacific 
High Pressure Area produces warm, very dry air that descends and caps the cool, ocean-modified 
air, producing a marine layer. This marine layer is the prominent weather feature for the SCAB for 
much of the year, and occurs especially during the late spring and lasts until early fall. 
 
The annual average high temperature for the SCAB is 75 degrees Fahrenheit, and the average low 
is 57 degrees Fahrenheit. Winds are generally light, with frequent afternoon sea breezes of 10 to 
15 miles per hour. Severe weather is uncommon in the SCAB, but strong offshore easterly winds 
known as the Santa Anas can reach 25 to 35 miles per hour below the passes and canyons. Passing 
winter storms can also bring southeast winds of up to gale force. However, for the most part, 
damaging winds tend to be rare and highly localized.6 
 

                                                 
5 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. January 1993. County of Los Angeles Streamlined General 
Plan: Land Use Element. Los Angeles, CA.  
6 Morris, Todd R. 6 October 2003. “Letter of Introduction.” Los Angeles, CA: National Weather Service Forecast Office. 
Available at: http://www.nwsla.noaa.gov/climate/climate_intro.html. 
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The SCAB’s warm climate and shallow, basin-like topography, surrounded by mountains, are 
highly conducive to the formation and transport of air pollution. Surface pollutants, such as CO 
and NO2, react with sunlight to form smog. Peak ozone concentrations in the SCAB over the past 
two decades have occurred at the base of the mountains around Azusa and Glendora in the County 
of Los Angeles and at the Crestline in the mountain area above the City of San Bernardino. Both 
the peak ozone concentrations and the number of days the standards were exceeded decreased 
everywhere in the SCAB throughout the 1990s. Carbon monoxide concentrations have also 
dropped significantly throughout the SCAB as a result of strict new emission controls and 
reformulated gasoline sold in winter months.  
 
SCAQMD has divided the SCAB into SRAs, based on similar meteorological and topographical 
features. The SCAQMD is responsible for monitoring air quality in the SCAB, and for adopting 
controls, in conjunction with CARB, to improve air quality. The SCAQMD has established SRAs for 
monitoring air pollution, based on topographical and meteorological barriers. The proposed 
project site is located in SRA 13 in the Santa Clarita Valley, which encompasses a large area of 
northeast Los Angeles County [Figure 3.1.2-1, Santa Clarita (SRA 13) Air Monitoring Stations]. The 
Newhall Station, located at the County of Los Angeles Fire Station, 248 North Fernando Road, 
Newhall, monitors the air quality for this area. Ozone was the only pollutant monitored in 1988; 
however, the station began monitoring CO, NOx, SOx, and suspended particulates (PM10) in 1989 
(in addition to ozone). Ozone levels exceeded the California primary standard of 0.10 parts per 
million (ppm) for 1988 and 0.09 ppm for 1989. The California privacy standard for ozone in the 
SCAB was exceeded in 1988, 1989, and 1990 by 152 days, 122 days, and 115 days, respectively. 
PM10 exceeded state standards approximately 48 percent of days sampled in 1989 and 26 percent 
of days sampled in 1990.  
 
There are no sensitive receptors (such as schools or hospitals) located within 1,000 feet of the 
proposed project site. However, sensitive receptors in the area include five elementary schools in 
the City of Saugus and two Hart District schools located approximately 0.5 to 3 miles from the 
proposed project site. There are currently no major sources of air pollution in the project vicinity. 
 
CARB and the U.S. EPA establish ambient air quality standards for major pollutants at thresholds 
intended to protect public health. The SCAQMD maintains air monitoring stations throughout the 
SCAB to monitor air quality and determine whether air quality in each SRA meets state and 
national standards and, if not, by how often the standards are exceeded.  
 
As it did elsewhere in the SCAB, overall air quality improved in SRA 13 throughout the 1990s. In 
1990, the peak ozone concentration in SRA 13 was 0.23 ppm and the state ozone standard was 
exceeded 115 times. In 2000, the peak reading at that same station was 0.13 ppm and the state 
ozone standard was exceeded 31 times. 
 
Air quality readings for the most recent five years for which data are available at the Santa Clarita 
air monitoring station are shown in Table 3.1.2-1, Air Quality Readings: Santa Clarita Valley, SRA 
13. 
 



FIGURE 3.1.2-1
Santa Clarita (SRA 13) Air Monitoring Stations
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TABLE 3.1.2-1 
AIR QUALITY READINGS: SANTA CLARITA VALLEY, SRA 13 

 
Pollutant Standards 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 
Ozone (O3) 
 State standard (1-hr. avg. 0.09 ppm) 
 National standard (1-hr avg. 0.12 ppm) 
 State standard (1-hr avg; 0.09 ppm) 
 National standard (8-hr avg. 0.08 ppm) 
 Maximum 1-hr concentration (in ppm) 
 Maximum 8-hr concentration (in ppm)  
 Days state (1-hr) standard exceeded 
 Days national 1-hr standard exceeded 
 Days national 8-hr standard exceeded 

 
 
 
 
 
0.12 
0.10 
18 
0 
13 

 
 
 
 
 
0.13 
0.11 
31 
1 
16 

 
 
 
 
 
0.184 
0.129 
49 
9 
27 

 
 
 
 
 
0.169 
0.145 
81 
32 
56 

 
 
 
 
 
0.194 
0.152 
89 
35 
69 

 
Carbon monoxide (CO) 
 State standard (1-hr. avg. 20 ppm) 
 National standard (1-hr avg. 35 ppm) 
 State standard (8-hr. avg. 9.0 ppm) 
 National standard (8-hr avg. 9 ppm) 
 Maximum concentration 1-hr period (in ppm) 
 Maximum concentration 8-hr period (in ppm) 
 Days state/nat'l 1-hr standards exceeded 
 Days state/nat’l 8-hr standard exceeded 

 
 
 
 
 
 
7 
3.6 
0 
0 

 
 
 
 
 
 
6 
4.9 
0 
0 

 
 
 
 
 
 
6 
3.14 
0 
0 

 
 
 
 
 
 
3 
1.9 
0 
0 

 
 
 
 
 
 
3 
1.7 
0 
0 

 
Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) 
 State standard (1-hr avg. 0.25 ppm) 
 National standard (0.0534 AAM in ppm) 
 Annual arithmetic mean (in ppm) 
 Percent national standard exceeded 
 Maximum 1-hr concentration 
 Days state 1-hr standard exceeded  

 
 
 
 
0.0284 
0 
0.10 
0 

 
 
 
 
0.0246 
0 
0.10 
0 

 
 
 
 
0.0239 
0 
0.10 
0 

 
 
 
 
0.0200 
0 
0.10 
0 

 
 
 
 
0.0221 
0 
0.12 
0 

 
Fine particulates (PM10) 
 State standard (24-hr. avg. 50 mg/m3) 
 National standard (24-hr avg. 150 mg/m3) 
 Maximum 24-hr concentration 
 Percent samples exceeding state standard 
 Percent samples exceeding national standard 

 
 
 
 
75 
21 
0 

 
 
 
 
64 
7 
0 

 
 
 
 
62 
7 
0 

 
 
 
 
61 
11.7 
0 

 
 
 
 
72 
16.4 

0 
 
Respirable particulates (PM2.5) 
 National standard (24-hr avg. 65 mg/m3) 
 Maximum 24-hr concentration 
 Percent samples exceeding national standard 

 
 
ND 

 
 
ND 

 
 
ND 

 
 
ND 

 
 
ND 

KEY: 
ppm = parts per million 
mg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 
ND = No data 
SOURCE: California Air Resources Board. 2001-2005 (2005 particulate data). SCAQMD Annual Air Quality Data. Los 
Angeles, CA. 
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Summary of Existing Air Quality 
 
Although ozone air quality greatly improved over the last decade in SRA 13, the past five years 
show that the trend has stopped. Although pollutant concentrations vary from year to year, 
depending on weather conditions, ozone concentrations and the number of times when the 
standards are exceeded increased every year over the period. Carbon monoxide concentrations are 
low, varying somewhat from year to year, and the 8-hour concentrations fluctuate more than the 1-
hour concentrations. The 1-hour CO concentrations indicated a decline from a maximum of 6 ppm 
in 2000 and 2001 to 3 ppm in 2002 and 2003. The 8-hour CO concentrations indicated a steady 
decline from 4.9 ppm in 2000 to 1.7 ppm in 2003. PM10 concentrations are affected by 
meteorology, but are relatively stable in SRA 13. The state 24-hour PM10 standard was exceeded by 
a high of 21 percent in 1999 and by a low of 7 percent in 2000 and 2001. The state 24-hour PM10 
standard was exceeded by 11.7 percent and 16.4 percent in 2002 and 2003, respectively. The 
national standard has not been exceeded any time in the period. PM2.5 is not monitored in SRA 13. 
 
Although the SCAQMD maintains a monitoring station in SRA 33, the Southwest San Bernardino 
Valley, the station only monitors particulates. Therefore, the monitoring station in SRA 10, the 
Pomona-Walnut Valley, is used to determine baseline air quality for all pollutants except PM10 and 
PM2.5. Overall, air quality has improved considerably throughout the SCAB since 1990. In that 
year, the peak ozone concentration in the Pomona-Walnut Valley was 0.24 ppm and the state 
ozone standard was exceeded 104 times. In 2001, the peak reading at that same station was 0.14 
and the state standard was exceeded 12 times. These improvements have occurred despite 
extensive population growth in the SCAB during the past decade.  
 
The EPA has adopted new 8-hour standards for ozone and fine particulates. Neither standard is 
operational in the SCAB until the 1-hour ozone standard is completed and the EPA completes its 
database on existing PM2.5 concentrations. The EPA finalized the 8-hour ozone implementation 
procedures in 2003 and to designated nonattainment areas in late 2003 and 2004. The agency 
designated PM2.5 nonattainment areas in 2004 and 2005. 
 
The analysis of existing conditions related to air quality includes a summary of pollutant levels 
prior to implementation of each component of the proposed project. All of the project components 
are located within the SCAB. Therefore, all air quality data and analysis are presented as an 
aggregate of the entire proposed project area. The proposed project site is located within the 
eastern portion of the City of Santa Clarita and it is therefore, within this district which is 
considered a non-attainment basin. The SCAB is bordered on one side by the Pacific Ocean and 
surrounded on all other sides by mountain ranges. During the summer months, a combination of 
complete sunshine and inversions make the basin susceptible to high levels of photo-chemical 
oxidants. In the winter, a combination of low wind speeds and low inversions create a potential for 
high levels of CO. 
 
3.1.3 Significance Threshold 
 
A project's air quality impacts can be separated into short-term impacts resulting from construction 
and long-term permanent impacts resulting from project operations. Determination of significant 
impacts is the responsibility of the County. 
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The County of Los Angeles relies on significance thresholds for air quality recommended by 
SCAQMD in its CEQA Air Quality Handbook, as revised in November 1993 and approved by 
SCAQMD’s Board of Directors.7 
 
SCAQMD's emission thresholds apply to all federally regulated air pollutants; lead is not included 
because the lead standard has not been exceeded since CARB banned the sale and use of leaded 
gasoline in the state. Construction and operational emissions are considered by the SCAQMD to be 
significant if they exceed the established thresholds (Table 3.1.3-1, Emissions Thresholds of 
Significance). 

 
TABLE 3.1.3-1 

SCAQMD EMISSIONS THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
 

Construction Operations 
Pollutant Pounds/Day Tons/Quarter Tons/Year Pounds/Day 

Carbon monoxide (CO) 550 24.75 100 550 
Sulfur oxides (SOx) 150 6.75 27 150 
Nitrogen oxides (NOx) 100 4.5 18 55 
Particulate matter (PM10) 150 6.75 27 150 
Volatile organic compounds (VOCs) 75 3.5 14 55 

SOURCE: South Coast Air Quality Management District. 1993. CEQA Air Quality Handbook. Diamond Bar, CA. 
 
In addition to the standards shown in Table 3.1.3-1, the SCAQMD Board conditionally adopted 
localized significance thresholds (LSTs) and methodologies for calculating these LSTs in October 
2003. SCAQMD’s Mobile Source Committee formally approved the thresholds and the 
methodology for analyzing project impacts, where appropriate, in February 2005. However, the 
use of LSTs is voluntary.8 SCAQMD provides reference tables for calculating construction impacts 
from NOx, CO, and PM10 in projects of 5 acres or less.9 For larger projects, SCAQMD recommends 
project-specific air quality models. The portion of the proposed project site where grading and 
construction would occur is below the 5-acre cutoff size. Project emissions from construction were 
analyzed with the SCAQMD-approved URBEMIS model using project-specific data.10 
 
Carbon monoxide emissions from a project are significant if they cause CO concentrations at 
impacted locations to exceed a national or state standard or, in an area that already exceeds a 
standard, to increase CO concentrations by more than 1 ppm averaged over 1 hour or 0.45 ppm 
averaged over 8 hours. 
 
In addition, the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook lists additional indicators of potential air 
quality impacts (secondary effects):11 
  

                                                 
7 South Coast Air Quality Management District. 1993. CEQA Air Quality Handbook. Diamond Bar, CA. 
8 South Coast Air Quality Management District. 1993. CEQA Air Quality Handbook. Diamond Bar, CA. 
9 South Coast Air Quality Management District. 1993. CEQA Air Quality Handbook. Diamond Bar, CA. 
10 South Coast Air Quality Management District. 1993. CEQA Air Quality Handbook. Diamond Bar, CA. 
11 South Coast Air Quality Management District. 1993. CEQA Air Quality Handbook. Diamond Bar, CA. 
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• Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 
 
• Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 

projected air quality violation? 
 
• Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 

which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard (including release in emissions which exceed 
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

 
• Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, including toxic 

pollutants? 
 
• Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? 

   
If the total population accommodated by a new project, together with the existing population and 
the projected population from other planned projects in the subarea, does not exceed the growth 
projections for that subarea incorporated in the most recently adopted AQMP, the completed 
project is consistent with the AQMP. The AQMP is region-wide and accounts for, and offsets, 
cumulative increases in emissions that are the result of anticipated growth throughout the region. 
 
Sensitive receptors may warrant additional mitigation even when emissions are below the 
significance thresholds established by SCAQMD. Ambient air standards are established to protect 
the average person from health effects associated with air pollution. The standards include an 
“adequate margin of safety.” However, some people are particularly sensitive to some pollutants. 
These sensitive people include persons with respiratory illnesses or impaired lung function because 
of other illnesses, as well as the elderly and children. Facilities and structures where these sensitive 
people live or spend considerable amounts of time are known as sensitive receptors. SCAQMD is 
currently revising its CEQA Air Quality Handbook, which will be renamed the Air Quality Analysis 
Guidance Handbook. Chapters of the new handbook are posted on the SCAQMD Web site12 as 
they are completed. To date, three chapters have been revised: 
  

• Chapter 2, Improving Air Quality and the AQMD’s Role 
• Chapter 3, Basic Air Quality Information 
• Chapter 4, Early Consultation and Sensitive Receptor Siting Criteria 
 

None of the chapters that address significance thresholds, emission factors, modeling, and 
assessment procedures have been revised to date, although SCAQMD has issued new modeling 
guidelines for local governments to consider in determining potential impacts on nearby sensitive 
receptors. Chapter 4 defines land uses considered to be sensitive receptors as long-term health care 
facilities, rehabilitation centers, convalescent centers, retirement homes, residences, schools, 
playgrounds, child care centers, and athletic facilities. 
  
Odors associated with some projects may cause a nuisance that is not covered by SCAQMD’s 
emission thresholds. These odors may result during construction from disturbing soil that has 
formerly been saturated with an odoriferous substance or they may be associated with new uses 
that would occur after the project is completed. In addition, diesel particulate emissions from some 

                                                 
12 South Coast Air Quality Management District. 2006. Web site. Diamond Bar, CA. Available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/. 
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construction equipment and trucks could expose sensitive receptors to toxic air contaminants. 
Completion of a project could expose future sensitive receptors to air toxins if the project is near an 
existing source of toxic emissions, such as diesel trucks on a major highway or arterial.  
 
Peak quarter emissions need not be considered in determining significance if a project already 
exceeds peak day construction thresholds, unless proposed mitigation lowers peak day emissions 
to less than significant, but may not be sufficient to reduce peak quarter emissions below the 
threshold. In that case, additional mitigation may be necessary. 
 
3.1.4 Impact Analysis 
 
This section analyzes the potential for significant impacts to air quality that would occur from 
implementation of the proposed project. Air quality impacts of a project generally fall into four 
major categories: 
  

• Construction Impacts: temporary impacts, including airborne dust from grading, 
demolition, and dirt hauling; and gaseous emissions from heavy equipment, 
delivery and dirt hauling trucks, employee vehicles, and paints and coatings. 
Construction emissions vary substantially from day to day, depending on the level 
of construction phase and weather conditions. 

 
• Operational Regional Impacts: primarily gaseous emissions from natural gas and 

electricity usage and vehicles traveling to and from a project site. 
 

• Operational Local Impacts: increases in pollutant concentrations, primarily carbon 
monoxide, resulting from traffic increases in the immediate vicinity of a project, as 
well as any toxic and odor emissions generated on site. 

 
• Cumulative Impacts: air quality changes resulting from the incremental impact of 

the project when added to other projects in the vicinity. 
 
Construction Impacts 
 
Construction impacts may be regional or local and include airborne dust from demolition, grading, 
excavation, and dirt hauling; and gaseous emissions from the use of heavy equipment, delivery and 
dirt hauling trucks, employee vehicles, and paints and coatings. Regional pollutants, such as 
ozone, are those where emissions from many sources combine in the atmosphere and impact areas 
far removed from the emission sources. Local pollutants are those where the impacts occur very 
close to the source. Examples of the latter include carbon monoxide or large particulate matter 
(fugitive dust) that settles in the vicinity of the source and does not become airborne. 
 
The construction schedule indicates construction would occur over a 12-month period. There 
could be overlap between construction phases and all are of short duration. There will be a 
maximum of 25 construction workers on site during peak construction activity periods. Eight (8) to 
25 employees workers are assumed for the entire construction period, although there will be fewer 
than 8 workers on site during non-peak construction activity periods. 
 
Equipment and grading emissions were analyzed according to formulas contained in the SCAQMD 
CEQA Air Quality Handbook, and vehicle emissions were analyzed with the CARB emissions 
model, EMFAC 2002, version 2.2, September 23, 2002. 



County of Los Angeles Fire Station 108 Draft Supplemental Environment Impact Report 
December 7, 2006 Sapphos Environmental, Inc. 
S:\1204-011\Supplemental EIR\Section 03.1 Air.doc Page 3.1-12 

 
Peak day emissions are shown in Table 3.1.4-1, Peak Day Construction Emissions (in Pounds per 
Day) without Mitigation. Total construction emissions are shown in Table 3.1.4-2, Total 
Construction Emissions (in Pounds) without Mitigation. Peak quarter emissions are assumed to be 
the same as total emissions for this analysis. Peak quarter significance thresholds are only used to 
determine if a project has the potential to have significant impacts when peak day emissions are 
below the threshold. All numbers are rounded to the nearest whole number. 
 

TABLE 3.1.4-1 
PEAK DAY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (IN POUNDS PER DAY) 

WITHOUT MITIGATION* 
 

Pollutant 

Source Category 
Carbon 
Monoxide 
(CO) 

Volatile 
Organic 
Compounds 
(VOC) 

Oxides of 
Nitrogen (NOx) 

Oxides of 
Sulfur (SOx) 

Particulate 
Matter 
(PM10) 

Earthmoving/ 
grading  

N/A N/A N/A N/A 37 

Diesel-powered 
equipment 

30 5 69 7 4 

Trucks 32 3 27 0 1 
Worker trips 2 0 0 0 0 
Maximum peak 
day construction 
emissions** 

64 8 96 7 42 

SCAQMD daily 
significance 
threshold 

550 75 100 150 150 

Significant? No No No No No 
NOTE:  
*This analysis is based on JHA’s Fire Station 108 Air Quality Report (April 2005), which concluded that the emissions of 
all pollutants would be well below SCAQMD’s significance threshold without mitigation. It is anticipated that this 
analysis would apply to the revised construction scenario. 
**Maximum peak day construction emissions = total of pollutants for each source. Pollutant emissions are considered 
significant if the maximum peak day construction emissions exceed the SCAQMD daily significance threshold.  
N/A = Not applicable 
Numbers rounded to nearest whole number. 
SOURCE: JHA Environmental Consultants. April 2005. Fire Station 108 Air Quality Report. Pacific Palisades, CA. 
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TABLE 3.1.4-2 
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (IN POUNDS) WITHOUT MITIGATION* 

 
Pollutant 

Source Category 
Carbon 
Monoxide 
(CO) 

Volatile 
Organic 
Compounds 
(VOC) 

Oxides of 
Nitrogen (NOx) 

Oxides of 
Sulfur (SOx) 

Particulate 
Matter 
(PM10) 

Earthmoving/ 
grading  

N/A N/A N/A N/A 5,584 

Diesel-powered 
equipment 

109 21 250 24 15 

Trucks 526 50 840 2 8 
Worker trips 252 20 22 0 2 
Maximum 
construction 
emissions 

887 91 1,112 26 5,609 

SCAQMD peak 
quarter (90 days) 
significance 
threshold 
(in pounds) 

49,500 6,750 6,750 13,500 13,500 

Significant? No No No No No 
NOTE: 
*This analysis is based on JHA’s Fire Station 108 Air Quality Report (April 2005), which concluded that the emissions of 
all pollutants would be well below SCAQMD’s significance threshold without mitigation. It is anticipated that this 
analysis would apply to the revised construction scenario. 
**Maximum construction emissions = total of pollutants for each source. Pollutant emissions are considered significant 
if the maximum construction emissions exceed the SCAQMD daily significance threshold.  
N/A = Not applicable 
Numbers rounded to nearest whole number. 
SOURCE: JHA Environmental Consultants. April 2005. Fire Station 108 Air Quality Report. Pacific Palisades, CA. 
 
Grading and Excavation 
 
Although the proposed project site has already been graded, the uneven terrain may require some 
minor leveling and the use of small amounts of imported fill. Since the proposed project site only 
totals 1.41 acres, it is considered a small operation under SCAQMD Rule 403. On April 2, 2004, 
the SCAQMD amended Rule 403 to make certain control measures applicable to all construction 
projects in the SCAB unless they are specifically exempted by the rule, and to change the definition 
of large operation from 100 acres to 50 acres. Large operations are required to submit a fully 
executed Large Operation Notification Form (Form 403 N) to the Executive Office of the SCAQMD 
within 7 days of qualifying as a large operation and to maintain daily records to document the 
specific control actions taken. The proposed project is not required to submit a Large Operation 
Notification Form to the SCAQMD prior to beginning grading, but would be required to implement 
the control measures that apply to all construction projects in the SCAB, regardless of size. 
 
These control measures are intended to ensure that no dust emissions from the project are visible 
beyond the property boundaries and minimize visible emissions of PM10. The control measures 
incorporated in the rule are available in a newly revised Rule 403 Implementation Handbook,13 
which contains the required and suggested control measures, as well as supporting documentation 
                                                 
13 South Coast Air Quality Management District. 1993. CEQA Air Quality Handbook. Diamond Bar, CA 
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on what chemical sealants are allowed, etc. Measures applicable to this proposed project are 
included in Section 3.1.5, Mitigation Measures. 
 
SCAQMD Rule 402, Nuisance, also would apply to this project. Most of the fugitive dust 
associated with construction is composed of particles larger than 10 microns in diameter. Although 
these larger particles settle out quickly and are not the cause of the health effects associated with 
the smaller sized particles (PM10 and PM2.5), they can damage plants and property sufficiently to 
qualify as a nuisance. Rule 402 prohibits visible dust emissions from extending beyond the project 
boundaries. The same mitigation measures used to control PM10 also control the larger particles. 
 
Equipment 
 
Table 3.1.4-3 lists the equipment required for construction and the number of days each would be 
required. The analysis assumes that all of the equipment would be operating on the peak day and 
would operate 8 hours per day. Diesel emissions have been declared a toxic pollutant by CARB. 
Emissions were calculated according to tables contained in the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality 
Handbook.  
 

TABLE 3.1.4-3 
EQUIPMENT 

 
Type Approximate 

Quantity 
Total Number of Days of 

Operation 
Dozer 1 5 
Grader 1 5 
Back Hoe 1 50 
Roller 1 10 
Water Truck 1 20 
Skip Loader 1 25 
Fork Lift 1 365 
Drill Rig 1 10 

 
Trucks 
 
Various types of trucks would be needed during the overall construction period. For purposes of 
this analysis, all trucks were assumed to be in use on the peak day (Table 3.1.4-4). Each truck was 
assumed to travel an average of 15 miles each way. Emissions were calculated with the CARB 
emissions model, EMFAC 2002, version 2.2, September 23, 2002. 
 

TABLE 3.1.4-4 
TRUCKS 

 
Type Approximate 

Quantity 
Approximate Number 

of Trips 
to and from Site 

Total Number of Days 
of Operation 

Pick-up truck 4 4 365 
Dump truck  4 4 20 
Hydroseed truck 1 1 2 
Concrete mix truck 10 2 20 
Materials delivery truck 24 1 100 
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Sensitive Receptors 
 
CARB has identified diesel particulate emissions as carcinogenic air toxics. Cancer risk is 
cumulative, based on lifetime exposure, and exposure to any amount should be mitigated. 
Although there would be very low concentrations of diesel particulate emissions during any day of 
construction, construction workers should be advised to wear masks when working near diesel 
equipment or diesel trucks. All diesel equipment should be fitted with particulate filters or traps 
when feasible. 
 
Summary of Construction Impacts 
 
Construction impacts may be regional or local and include airborne dust from demolition, grading, 
excavation, and dirt hauling, and gaseous emissions from the use of heavy equipment, delivery and 
dirt hauling trucks, employee vehicles, and paints and coatings. Regional pollutants, such as 
ozone, are those where emissions from many sources combine in the atmosphere and impact areas 
far removed from the emission sources. Local pollutants are those where the impacts occur very 
close to the source. Examples of the latter include carbon monoxide or large particulate matter 
(fugitive dust) that settles in the vicinity of the source and does not become airborne.  
 
As shown in Tables 3.1.4-1 and 3.1.4-2, emissions of all pollutants would be well below 
SCAQMD’s significance thresholds without mitigation. 
 
Operational Impacts 
 
Regional 
 
There would be three employees and one fire truck stationed at the new facility. Three additional 
trips a day to the station from miscellaneous sources were assumed in the analysis. Emissions from 
traffic associated with the project are negligible, as shown in Table 3.1.4-5, Operational Emissions 
(in Pounds per Day) in 2010. 
 

TABLE 3.1.4-5 
OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS (IN POUNDS PER DAY) IN 2010 

 
Pollutant 

Source Category Carbon 
Monoxide 
(CO) 

Volatile 
Organic 
Compounds 
(VOC) 

Oxides of 
Nitrogen 
(NOx) 

Sulfur 
Dioxide 
(SO2) 

Particulate 
Matter 
(PM10) 

Total project 
emissions 

2 0 1 0 0 

SCAQMD 
significance 
thresholds for 
operation 

550 55 55 150 150 

Significant? No No No No No 
SOURCE: JHA Environmental Consultants. 19 July 2006. Emissions Calculated with URBEMIS 2002. Pacific Palisades, 
CA. 
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Operation of the project would result in insignificant emissions of all pollutants on a regional scale, 
based on SCAQMD significance thresholds. Occupants of the completed station would be located 
approximately 5 miles from the nearest freeway, which are the major sources of diesel emissions in 
the area, and would not be at risk. 
 
Local 
 
Traffic associated with the proposed project would not have a measurable impact on air quality at 
any local intersection. 
 
Cumulative Impacts 
 
The proposed project and assumed growth for the area would not be expected to result in any 
significant adverse air quality impacts. Even with cumulative growth in the surrounding area, there 
would not be a significant traffic impact at any intersection. Therefore, the proposed project would 
not cause any CO standard to be exceeded and would not have a significant impact on local air 
quality, either individually or cumulatively. However, this analysis does not include unmitigated 
impacts of related projects in the vicinity. Resulting congestion could potentially cause CO 
concentrations to increase to levels where they could exceed standards when background 
concentrations are factored in. 
 
3.1.5 Mitigation Measures  
     
A finding of consistency with Rule 403 during construction requires the application of eight 
measures specified in the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook.14 Application of the specified 
measures will provide maximum protection for sensitive receptors even though both daily and total 
emissions of PM10 are less than significant. In addition, in accordance with California Law, the 
proposed project will comply with the California Air Resources Board (CARB) standards and 
regulations, including the new Reduced Emission Standards for 2007 and Subsequent Model Year 
Heavy-Duty Diesel Engines, and the California Diesel Fuel Regulations, which covers low-sulfur 
diesel fuel requirements.15,16 Implementation of mitigation measures Air-1 through Air-8 would 
reduce impacts below the level of significance. 
 
Measure Air-1 
 
In order to mitigate the air quality impact caused by grading, the County shall require wetting of 
soils at least two times per day for all grading activities undertaken to implement the specified 
project components that would be expected to affect areas of greater than 1 acre in size as a means 
of reducing PM10 emissions to the maximum extent practicable. Prior to advertising for construction 
bids, the County shall ensure that the plans and specifications include the requirement for the 
construction contractor to ensure that wetting of soils is done on a daily basis. The construction 
contractor shall demonstrate compliance with this measure through the submission of monthly 
monitoring reports to the lead agency or designee. 
 
                                                 
14 South Coast Air Quality Management District. 1993. CEQA Air Quality Handbook. Diamond Bar, CA. 
15 Air Resources Board. Approved 17 October 2002. Reduced Emission Standards for 2007 and 

Subsequent Model Year Heavy-Duty Diesel Engines. Sacramento, CA. 
16 Air Resources Board. 14 August 2004 (Operative). The California Diesel Fuel Regulations, Title 13, California Code of 
Regulations, Sections 2281-2285 and Title 17, California Code of Regulations, Section 93114. Sacramento, CA. 
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Measure Air-2 
 
In order to mitigate the air quality impact caused by fugitive dust, the County shall require 
construction contractors to wash equipment that will travel on public roads prior to leaving 
construction sites where equipment has been exposed to mud as a means of reducing PM10 
emissions to the maximum extent possible. Prior to advertising for construction bids, the County 
shall ensure that the plans and specifications include the requirement for the construction 
contractor to ensure that mud-covered tires and undercarriages of trucks are washed prior to 
leaving construction sites. The construction contractor shall demonstrate compliance with this 
measure through the submission of monthly monitoring reports to the lead agency or designee. 
 
Measure Air-3 
 
In order to mitigate the air quality impact caused by fugitive dust, the County shall require 
construction contractors to maintain adjacent public roads free of mud and debris from the 
construction site on a daily basis, as a means of reducing PM10 emissions to the maximum extent 
practicable. Prior to advertising for construction bids, the County shall ensure that the plans and 
specifications include the requirement for the construction contractor to provide for street 
sweeping, as needed, on adjacent roadways to remove dirt dropped by construction vehicles or 
mud that would otherwise be carried off by trucks departing project sites. The construction 
contractor shall demonstrate compliance with this measure through the submission of monthly 
monitoring reports to the lead agency or designee. 
 
Measure Air-4 
In order to mitigate the air quality impact caused by fugitive dust, the County shall require that 
construction contractors cover all trucks hauling dirt on public roads as a means of reducing PM10 
emissions to the maximum extent practicable. Prior to advertising for construction bids, the County 
shall ensure that the plans and specifications include the requirement for the construction 
contractor to ensure that loads of dirt are securely covered with a tight-fitting tarp on any truck 
leaving or entering the construction sites to bring fill dirt to the site or to dispose of excavated soil. 
The construction contractor shall demonstrate compliance with this measure through the 
submission of monthly monitoring reports to the lead agency or designee. 
 
Measure Air-5 
 
In order to mitigate the air quality impact caused by fugitive dust, the County shall require that 
grading activities cease during periods when winds exceed 25 miles per hour as a means of 
reducing PM10 emissions to the maximum extent practicable. All dirt stockpiles shall be covered 
with tarps to avoid any fugitive dust. Prior to advertising for construction bids, the County shall 
ensure that the plans and specifications include the requirement for the construction contractor to 
ensure that grading is ceased during periods when winds exceed 25 miles per hour. The 
construction contractor shall demonstrate compliance with this measure through the submission of 
monthly monitoring reports to the lead agency or designee. 
 
Measure Air-6 
 
In order to mitigate the air quality impact caused by construction equipment, the County shall 
require of the construction contractor that all construction equipment not expected to be used for a 
period in excess of 5 minutes be turned off as a means of reducing NOx emissions to the maximum 
extent practicable. Prior to advertising for construction bids, the County shall ensure that the plans 
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and specifications require the construction contractor to shut off engines when not in use. 
Specifications shall require the construction contractor to certify monthly to the lead agency or 
designee that construction equipment is being maintained in peak operating condition. 
 
Measure Air-7 
 
In order to mitigate the air quality impact caused by construction equipment, where feasible, the 
County shall require of the construction contractor that all construction equipment use particulate 
filters on all off-road diesel equipment where feasible. The contractor should also install diesel-
cooled exhaust gas re-circulation (EGR) devices on all off-road diesel equipment where feasible.  
 
Measure Air-8 
 
Because of the diesel equipment and diesel trucks used, particulate emissions would be high 
without mitigation. Construction workers shall be advised to wear masks when working near diesel 
equipment or diesel trucks. All diesel equipment shall be fitted with particulate filters or traps to 
protect both workers and sensitive receptors.        
 
3.1.6 Level of Significance after Mitigation 
 
Implementation of mitigation measures Air-1 through Air-8 would reduce potential impacts on air 
quality from the construction and operation of the proposed project to below the level of 
significance.  
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3.2 GEOLOGY AND SOILS  
            
As a result of the analysis undertaken in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Seco Canyon 
Development IV Project with the Extension to Copperhill Drive,1 it was determined that the County 
of Los Angeles Fire Station 108 (proposed project) has the potential to result in impacts related to 
geology and soils. Therefore, this issue has been carried forward for detailed analysis in this 
Supplemental EIR. This analysis was undertaken to identify opportunities to avoid, reduce, or 
otherwise mitigate potential significant impacts related to geology and soils.  
 
The analysis of geology and soils consists of a summary of the regulatory framework that guides the 
decision-making process, a description of the existing conditions at the proposed project area, 
thresholds for determining if the proposed project would result in significant impacts, anticipated 
impacts (direct, indirect and cumulative), mitigation measures, and level of significance after 
mitigation. Geology and soils at the proposed project site were evaluated in accordance with the 
information provided by the County of Los Angeles General Plan,2,3 the EIR for the Seco Canyon 
Development IV with Extension to Copperhill Drive,4 the Technical Background Report for the 
proposed project site,5 the Geotechnical Investigation for the proposed project (Appendix C, 
Geotechnical Investigation),6 the Final Rough Grade Geotechnical Report for the proposed project 
site (Appendix C, Final Rough Grade Geotechnical Report),7 publications of the California 
Geological Society [formerly known as California Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG)], and 
published maps.8,9 

                                                 
1 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. September 1993. Final Environmental Impact Report for the 
Seco Canyon Development IV Project with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. Prepared by Sikand Engineering, 
Sherman Oaks, CA.  
2 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. 1990. General Plan: Land Use Element. Los Angeles, CA. 
3 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. January 2004. Draft General Plan Update: Shaping the Future 
2025, Land Use Element. Los Angeles, CA. 
4 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. September 1993. Final Environmental Impact Report for the 
Seco Canyon Development IV Project with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. Prepared by Sikand Engineering, 
Sherman Oaks, CA. 
5 Wilson Geosciences, Inc. March 2005. Technical Background Report, Geologic/Seismic Site Evaluation for the Los 
Angeles County Fire Department Proposed Fire Station No. 108 Project, City of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County 
California. Altadena, CA. 
6 Diaz-Yourman & Associates. 21 January 2005. Geotechnical Investigation for Fire Station 108 County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department Santa Clarita, California. Santa Ana, CA. 
7 Pacific Soils Engineering, Inc. 9 August 2000. Final Rough Grade Geotechnical Report, Pacific Crest (Seco IV) Project, 
Lot 24, Tract No. 46909-08, Proposed Fire Station Site, Seco Canyon Area, County of Los Angeles, CA. Cypress, CA. 
8 California Geological Survey. 1 February 1998. State of California Seismic Hazard Zones Map, Newhall Quadrangle, 
Los Angeles County, California. Sacramento, CA. Available at: 
http://www.consrv.ca.gov/CGS/geologic_hazards/regulatory_hazard_zones/index.htm 
9 U.S. Geological Survey. 1998 [Photoinspected 1998]. 7.5-Minute Series Newhall, California, Topographic Quadrangle. 
Reston, VA. 



County of Los Angeles Fire Station 108 Draft Supplemental Environment Impact Report 
December 7, 2006 Sapphos Environmental, Inc. 
S:\1204-011\Supplemental EIR\Section 03.2 Geo and Soils.doc Page 3.2-2 

3.2.1 Regulatory Framework 
 
This regulatory framework identifies the state and local statutes and policies that relate to geology 
and soils that must be considered by the County of Los Angeles during the decision-making process 
for projects that involve grading (excavation or fill) and construction of new structures.  
 
State 
 
California Geological Survey 
 
The California Geological Survey (CGS) identifies several earth resource issues that should be taken 
into consideration when evaluating whether the proposed project would likely be subject to 
geologic hazards, particularly related to earthquake damage. These considerations include both the 
potential for existing geologic and soil conditions to pose a risk to the project and the potential for 
the proposed project to result in an impact to the existing geologic and soil conditions by creating 
or exacerbating a geologic hazard.  
 
The CGS conducts studies related to geologic hazards (e.g., faulting, liquefaction, seismically-
induced landslides, and ground shaking) as they affect people and structures. These studies include 
the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (APEFZ) Act10 and Seismic Hazards Mapping Program.11 
The CGS also issues guidelines for the evaluation of geologic and seismic factors that may impact a 
project, or that a project may affect: 
 

• CDMG Special Publication No. 42, Fault-Rupture Hazard Zones in California12  
• CDMG Special Publication No. 46, Guidelines for Geologic/Seismic Considerations 

in Environmental Impact Reports13 
• CDMG Note 49, Guidelines for Evaluating the Hazard of Surface Fault Rupture14 
• CDMG Special Publication No. 117, Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating 

Seismic Hazards in California15  

                                                 
10 California Public Resources Code, § 2621 et. seq.: Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act. Available at: 
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/calaw.html 
11 California Public Resources Code, § 2690 et. seq.: Seismic Hazards Mapping Act. Available at: 
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/calaw.html  
12 California Geological Survey. 1997 (Revised), Supplements 1 and 2 added 1999. Fault-Rupture Hazard Zones in 
California. Special Publication No. 42. Sacramento, CA. 
13 California Geological Survey. 1986. Guidelines for Geologic/Seismic Considerations in Environmental Impact Reports. 
Special Publication No. 46. Sacramento, CA. 
14 California Geological Survey. 1998. Guidelines for Evaluating the Hazard of Surface Fault Rupture. Note 49. 
Sacramento, CA. 
15 California Geological Survey. 1997. Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic Hazards in California. Special 
Publication No. 117. Sacramento, CA. 
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• CDMG Special Publication No. 99, Planning Scenario for a Major Earthquake on 
the Newport-Inglewood Fault Zone (Los Angeles and Orange Counties, California)16 

   
Each set of guidelines provides checklists and outlines to help ensure a comprehensive report of 
geologic/seismic conditions. Although not mandatory, these guidelines characterize the standards 
for technical reporting and procedural adequacy in the characterization of geology, soils, and 
related environmental hazards. 
 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone Act of 1972 
 
The CGS has delineated earthquake fault zones along known active or potentially active faults in 
California pursuant to the APEFZ Act of 1972.17 The State of California delegates the authority to 
local government to regulate development within APEFZ. Construction of habitable structures is 
not permitted over potential rupture zones. No current designated Alquist-Priolo earthquake fault 
zones cross the proposed project site.18 The nearest Alquist-Priolo earthquake fault zones are in the 
San Gabriel, Sierra Madre-San Fernando, and San Andreas fault zones, approximately 5.9 
kilometers (3.7 miles) southwest, 13.4 kilometers (8.3 miles) southwest, and 24 kilometers (14.9 
miles) east-northeast of the site, respectively. The San Gabriel fault is the only fault designated 
Alquist-Priolo on the Newhall quadrangle.19 Based on the available geologic data, active or 
potentially active faults with the potential for surface rupture are not known to be located directly 
beneath or projecting toward the proposed project site. Therefore, the potential for surface rupture 
due to fault plane displacement propagating the surface at the site during the design life of the 
proposed project is considered to be low. 
 
Seismic Hazards Act of 1990 
 
The CGS has also identified Seismic Hazard Zones that are delineated in accordance with the 
seismic hazards mapping program (SHMP) of the Seismic Hazards Act of 1990.20 The Seismic 
Hazards Act of 1990 provides the following: 
 

“...a statewide seismic hazard mapping and technical advisory program to assist 
cities and counties in fulfilling their responsibilities for protecting the public health 
and safety from the effects of strong ground shaking, liquefaction, landslides, or 
other ground failure and other seismic hazards caused by earthquakes. “ 

 
The proposed project is identified on the seismic hazard zone map, Newhall quadrangle, within a 
zone of liquefaction and landslide potential.21 
                                                 
16 California Geological Survey. 1988. Planning Scenario for a Major Earthquake on the Newport-Inglewood Fault Zone 
(Los Angeles and Orange Counties, California). Special Publication No. 99. Sacramento, CA. 
17 California Public Resources Code, § 2621 et. seq.: Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act. Available at: 
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/calaw.html 
18 California Geological Survey. 1997 (Revised), Supplements 1 and 2 added 1999. Fault-Rupture Hazard Zones in 
California. Special Publication No. 42. Sacramento, CA. 
19 California Geological Survey. 1995. Revised Official Map, Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones, Newhall 7.5-Minute 
Quadrangle, Los Angeles County, California. Sacramento, CA. 
20 California Public Resources Code, § 2690 et. seq.: Seismic Hazards Mapping Act. Available at: 
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/calaw.html 
21 California Geological Survey. 1 February 1998. State of California Seismic Hazard Zones Map, Newhall Quadrangle, 
Los Angeles County, California. Sacramento, CA. Available at: 
http://www.consrv.ca.gov/CGS/geologic_hazards/regulatory_hazard_zones/index.htm 
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State of California (Uniform) Building Code 
 
The majority of the State of California, including the proposed project site, lies within Seismic Zone 
4, the highest level hazard zone designated by the current Uniform Building Code (UBC). The 
California Building Standards Code, or California Building Code (CBC), augments and supersedes 
the UBC with stricter requirements to reduce the risks associated with building in Seismic Zone 4 
to the maximum extent practicable. The CBC sets standards for the investigation and mitigation of 
the site conditions related to fault movement, liquefaction, landslides, differential 
compaction/seismic settlement, ground rupture, ground shaking, tsunami, seiche, and seismically 
induced flooding. 22 
 
Mitigation of geological (including earthquake) and soil (geotechnical) issues must be undertaken 
in compliance with the CBC. Seismic building performance standards for the proposed project 
would be performed in accordance with CBC. 
 
Local 
 
County of Los Angeles General Plan Building Codes 
 
The County of Los Angeles has adopted and amended the CBC to reflect local geologic and seismic 
conditions. The County of Los Angeles Building Code23 would be the standard for evaluating the 
adequacy of geotechnical and engineering geology studies needed for design and construction in 
the County. The proposed project would be subject to the provisions of both the CBC and the 
County of Los Angeles Building Code, Title 26, Section 111, Engineering Geology and Engineering 
Soils Reports, which identifies requirements concerning the protection of the proposed structure 
against hazards from landslide, settlement or slippage, and geotechnical stability of the proposed 
project and surrounding areas outside of the proposed project site.  
 
3.2.2 Existing Conditions 
 
The existing conditions for geology and soils at the proposed project site are described in relation 
to surficial geologic units, physiography and topography, bedrock formations, faulting, seismicity, 
soils and artificial fill, and groundwater hydrology. 
 
Surficial Geologic Units 
 
Surficial geologic materials covering the entire site and building pad footprint consist entirely of 
man-made artificial fill material, predominantly characterized by a thin surface layer of clayey sand 
underlain by mixtures of sand and silt. Undisturbed surface soil at the proposed project site is not 
considered to be significantly erodible because the street and curb-and-gutter system are sufficient 
to control surface water runoff.24 In addition, soil borings drilled during subsurface site 

                                                 
22 California Code of Regulations. 1 November 2002 (Effective date). Title 24: California Building Standards Code. 
Sacramento, CA: California Building Standards Commission. Available at: www.bsc.ca.gov. 
23 County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works. 1 November 2002. Building Code, Title 26: County of Los 
Angeles Building Code. Available at: http://www.bpcnet.com/cgi-bin/hilite.pl/codes/lacounty/maintoc.htm 
24 Wilson Geosciences, Inc. March 2005. Technical Background Report, Geologic/Seismic Site Evaluation for the Los 
Angeles County Fire Department Proposed Fire Station No. 108 Project, City of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County 
California. Altadena, CA. 
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investigations indicated that artificial fill depths range between 50 and 60 feet thick under the 
building footprint and reach an estimated 85 feet thick at the southeast property edge.25 There are 
no unique geological features at the proposed project site.  
 
Physiography and Topography 
 
The proposed project site is a level graded pad situated between an ascending slope to the west 
approximately 40 feet high and a descending slope to the south approximately 80 feet deep. The 
toe/crown of both slopes is approximately 2H:1V (horizontal to vertical). The existing pad ground 
surface elevation ranged from approximately 1,604 to 1,608 feet above mean sea level (msl).The 
slopes within the property limits are vegetated, and residential units are present on top of the slope 
to the west of the proposed project site.26 
 
The proposed project site is located in a moderately steep mountainous area dissected by small 
canyons, with slopes generally descending toward Mint Canyon from southeast to northwest.27 
Several small canyons, developed along local drainages, interrupt surface slopes. These local 
drainages create substantial topographic relief and moderately steep slopes in the project vicinity.28  
 
Most of the proposed project site is underlain by Pliocene and Pleistocene (Plio-Pleistocene) age 
Saugus Formation, which is present in the mountainous areas surrounding and underlying the site. 
The Saugus Formation (QTs) is the most widespread geologic unit in the area and is a 
predominantly fluvial (stream deposited) sequence of relatively soft bedrock.29 The Saugus 
Formation consists of interbedded pebble-cobble conglomerate, sandstone, and minor reddish 
clay-rich layers. These geologic units are weakly lithified, but coherent.30 Along Haskell Canyon, 
and to a lesser degree within small local canyons, recent fluvial or alluvial (Qa) deposits are 
present. Local canyons consist primarily of fluvial and alluvial deposits of unconsolidated coarse-
grained sediments, predominantly sand, silty sand, and gravel. One of these former local canyon 
drainages crosses beneath the engineered fill covering the proposed project site.31 
 
Bedrock Formations 
 
Geologically, the proposed project area is situated atop the Plio-Pliestocene Saugus Formation 
which was formed during region uplift approximately 1.8 million years ago. Later regional geologic 
movements in the area tilted the Saugus Formation bedding planes from west to south between 15 
                                                 
25 Diaz-Yourman & Associates. 21 January 2005. Geotechnical Investigation for Fire Station 108 County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department Santa Clarita, California. Santa Ana, CA. 
26 Diaz-Yourman & Associates. 21 January 2005. Geotechnical Investigation for Fire Station 108 County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department Santa Clarita, California. Santa Ana, CA 
27 City of Santa Clarita. February 2004. General Plan. Figure 3.1-2 and Figure 1B. Santa Clarita, CA.  
28 Wilson Geosciences, Inc. March 2005. Technical Background Report, Geologic/Seismic Site Evaluation for the Los 
Angeles County Fire Department Proposed Fire Station No. 108 Project, City of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County 
California. Altadena, CA. 
29 Dibblee, T.W. 1996. Geologic Map of the Newhall Quadrangle, Los Angeles County, California, Map No. DF-56. 
Scale = 1:24,000. Reston, VA. 
30 Wilson Geosciences, Inc. March 2005. Technical Background Report, Geologic/Seismic Site Evaluation for the Los 
Angeles County Fire Department Proposed Fire Station No. 108 Project, City of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County 
California. Altadena, CA. 
31 Wilson Geosciences, Inc. March 2005. Technical Background Report, Geologic/Seismic Site Evaluation for the Los 
Angeles County Fire Department Proposed Fire Station No. 108 Project, City of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County 
California. Altadena, CA. 
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and 17 degrees.32 The upper Saugus formation overlies the Plio-Pleistocene age Pico Formation 
which in turn overlie older Tertiary units the Miocene Mint Canyon Formation, which is 
approximately 23 to 26 million years old.33  
 
Young Quaternary (Holocene) fluvial deposits (Qa), common throughout the Newhall quadrangle, 
represent deposition predominantly by the Santa Clara River and its primary tributaries. These 
deposits consist predominately of sand, gravel, and silt, along with smaller amounts of cobbles and 
boulders. In the project vicinity, these recent deposits overlie the bedrock Saugus Formation. The 
Plio-Pleistocene age Pico Formation lies underneath the Saugus Formation. Only the Saugus 
Formation and young Quaternary deposits were exposed at the proposed project site prior to 
original grading.34 Geologic units in the project region are listed below in Table 3.2.2-1, Summary 
of Subsurface Geologic Units in the Project Region. 
 

TABLE 3.2.2-1 
SUMMARY OF SUBSURFACE GEOLOGIC UNITS IN THE PROJECT REGION35 

 
Unit Name Map Symbol Composition 
Younger alluvium Qa (Qfp) Fluvial sand, gravel, and silt 
Saugus Formation Qsp/Qss Interbedded non-marine 

sandstone, siltstone, and 
pebble-cobble conglomerate 

Pico Formation Qtp Marine siltstone, sandstone, 
and pebbly sandstone 

Castaic Formation Tcs Shallow marine sandstone and 
shale 

Mint Canyon Formation Tmc Terrestrial sandstone, 
conglomerate, and siltstone 

Tick Canyon Formation Ttk Conglomeratic sandstone and 
siltstone 

Vasquez Formation Tvz Non-marine siltstone, 
claystone, and mudstone 

Crystalline basement gb Precambrian gabbro 
 
Faulting 
 
Faults are fractures, or lines of weakness, in the earth’s crust along which earthquakes occur. An 
earthquake occurs when rock units on one side of a fault are suddenly offset relative to the same 
rock units on the other side of the fault. In cases where earthquakes are large enough, or shallow 
enough, surface rupture can occur along the fault plane where it intersects the earth’s surface. 
Active faults, those exhibiting movement during the Holocene age, and potentially active faults, 

                                                 
32 Pacific Soils Engineering, Inc. 9 August 2000. Final Rough Grade Geotechnical Report, Pacific Crest (Seco IV) Project, 
Lot 24, Tract No. 46909-08, Proposed Fire Station Site, Seco Canyon Area, County of Los Angeles, CA. Cypress, CA. 
33 Wilson Geosciences, Inc. March 2005. Technical Background Report, Geologic/Seismic Site Evaluation for the Los 
Angeles County Fire Department Proposed Fire Station No. 108 Project, City of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County 
California. Altadena, CA. 
34 Wilson Geosciences, Inc. March 2005. Technical Background Report, Geologic/Seismic Site Evaluation for the Los 
Angeles County Fire Department Proposed Fire Station No. 108 Project, City of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County 
California. Altadena, CA. 
35 Dibblee, T.W. 1996. Geologic Map of the Newhall Quadrangle, Los Angeles County, California, Map No. DF-56. 
Scale = 1:24,000. Reston, VA. 
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those exhibiting movement during the Pleistocene age (between 1.8 million and 11,000 years ago), 
must be considered as potential sources for surface rupture where they intersect the surface. In 
general, the more recently there has been movement on a fault, the higher the potential for future 
movement on that fault. 
 
The rocks in the project region are cut by numerous faults, many of which are strike-slip faults of 
generally northwest-southeast orientation. Several of these faults pass within about 30 kilometers of 
the proposed project site and are susceptible to strong ground shaking from severe earthquakes. 
The significant faults in the proposed project area are the San Gabriel fault (3.7 miles) southwest, 
Sierra Madre-San Fernando fault (8.3 miles southwest), and the San Andreas fault (14.9 miles east-
northeast).36,37 The San Gabriel fault and San-Andreas fault exhibit local Holocene surface rupture 
and are considered active.  
 
In addition, the nearest potentially active surface faults are the Mint Canyon fault (4 miles east-
southeast) and Pelona fault (approximately 4 miles east).38 Other nearby potentially active faults 
include the Holser fault (5.2 miles west) and Soledad Canyon fault (7 miles south).39 Table 3.2.2-2, 
Major Faults within Approximately a 100-Kilometer Radius of the Proposed Project Site lists the 
most important active faults within 100 kilometers (62 miles) of the proposed project site located at 
34.4675 degrees latitude, 118.5138 degrees longitude.40 
 
As indicated in the geotechnical report,41no known potentially active surface faults traverse through 
or lie in the immediate project site vicinity. The proximity of several faults indicates the likelihood 
that the proposed project site may at some time be subjected to at least some moderate ground 
motion. Although the Mint Canyon fault projects toward the proposed project site, the 
geotechnical investigation reports that surface rupture at the proposed project site is considered 
unlikely. In addition, the potential for ground tilting and compressional or tensional strains in the 
surface soil is considered very low. 
 
    

                                                 
36 Jennings, C.W. 1994. Fault activity map of California and adjacent areas with locations and ages of recent volcanic 
eruptions. California Geologic Data Map Series. Map No. 6. Scale = 1:750,000. Sacramento, CA: California Geological 
Survey. 
37 Blake, Thomas F. 2000. EQFAULT and EQSEARCH: Computer Programs for Earthquake Assessments. Sacramento, CA. 
38 Jennings, C.W. 1994. Fault activity map of California and adjacent areas with locations and ages of recent volcanic 
eruptions. California Geologic Data Map Series. Map No. 6. Scale = 1:750,000. Sacramento, CA: California Geological 
Survey. 
39 City of Santa Clarita. February 2004. General Plan. Figure 3.1-2 and Figure 1B. Santa Clarita, CA.  
40 Wilson Geosciences, Inc. March 2005. Technical Background Report, Geologic/Seismic Site Evaluation for the Los 
Angeles County Fire Department Proposed Fire Station No. 108 Project, City of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County 
California. Altadena, CA. 
41 Wilson Geosciences, Inc. March 2005. Technical Background Report, Geologic/Seismic Site Evaluation for the Los 
Angeles County Fire Department Proposed Fire Station No. 108 Project, City of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County 
California. Altadena, CA. 
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TABLE 3.2.2-2 
MAJOR FAULTS WITHIN AN APPROXIMATELY 100-KILOMETER RADIUS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT SITE 

 
Fault Name 

(In Order of Nearest 
Distance from the 

Site) 
 

Approximate 
Distance  
from Site1 

[Miles 
(Kilometers)] 

Fault Length 

(Kilometers) 

Fault 
Dip 

Slip Rate 

(Mm/Yr.) 

Type of Fault 
(Sense of Slip) 

Magnitude (Mw) of 
Maximum Earthquake 

Mean Value PGHA2 
(1.0 g = Force of 

Gravity) 

MMI3 
(Modified Mercalli 

Intensity) 

Age 
and Evidence 

of Latest Surface 
Faulting 

San Gabriel 3.7 (5.9) 72 90°N 0.5 to 1.5 Strike slip 7.2 0.53 X Holocene near 
Castaic; Late 
Quaternary 

Holser 5.2 (8.4) 20 65°S 0.4 to 3.0 Reverse 6.5 0.49 X Late Quaternary 
Santa Susana  8.1 (12.9) 27 55°N 3.0 to 7.0 Reverse 6.7 0.34 IX Late Quaternary 
Sierra Madre (San 
Fernando) 

8.3 (13.3) 18 45°N 1.0 to 3.0 Reverse 6.7 0.34 IX Holocene 

Northridge (E. Oak 
Ridge) 

9.3 (15.0) 31 42°S 1.5 Reverse oblique 7.0 0.33 IX Historic (1994 M6.7 
Northridge 
Earthquake)  

Oak Ridge (Onshore) 13.2 (21.3) 49 65°S 2.0 to 6.0 Reverse oblique 7.0 0.22 IX Late Quaternary; 
Holocene near 
Fillmore 

Verdugo-Eagle Rock 13.9 (22.4) 29 45°NE 0.5 Reverse oblique 6.9 0.18 VIII Holocene 
San Cayetano 14.9 (23.9) 42 45°N 3.0 to 9.0 Reverse 7.0 0.18 VIII Holocene 
San Andreas-1857 
Rupture 

14.9 (23.9) 345 90° 24.0 to 39.0 Strike slip 7.8 0.30 IX Historic 1857 

San Andreas-Mojave 14.9 (23.9) 103 90° 23.0 to 37.0 Strike slip 7.4 0.20 VIII Holocene 
Sierra Madre 15.6 (25.1) 57 45°N 1.0 to 3.0 Reverse 7.2 0.19 VIII Holocene and Late 

Quaternary 
San Andreas-Carrizo 16.2 (26.1) 146 90° 31.0 to 37.0 Strike slip 7.4 0.19 VIII Holocene 
Simi-Santa Rosa 20.2 (32.5) 40 60°N 0.5 to 1.5 Reverse oblique 7.0 0.11 VII Late Quaternary 
Santa Ynez (East) 23.7 (38.1) 65 80°N 1.0 to 3.0 Strike slip 7.1 0.10 VII Holocene 
Hollywood 25.1 (40.4) 17 65° to 70°N 0.5 to 1.5 Reverse oblique 6.4 0.06 VI Late Quaternary 
Santa Monica 26.5 (42.6) 28 75°NW 0.5 to 1.5 Reverse oblique 6.6 0.07 VI Late Quaternary 
Raymond 28.3 (45.6) 23 75°NE 0.5 to 2.5 Reverse oblique 6.5 0.06 VI Historical (1988 M4.9 

Pasadena Earthquake) 
Malibu Coast 29.1 (46.8) 37 75°N 0.3 to 1.5 Reverse oblique 6.7 0.06 VI Late Quaternary; 

Holocene 
Anacapa-Dume 29.2 (47.0) 75 45°N 1.0 to 5.0 Reverse 7.5 0.10 VII Holocene 
Clamshell-Sawpit 29.4 (47.3) 16 45°NW 0.5 Reverse 6.5 0.06 VI Recent seismicity 
Newport – Inglewood 
(LA Basin) 

31.1 (50.0) 66 90° 1.0 Strike slip 7.1 0.07 VI Holocene (North 
Branch); Late 
Quaternary 

Garlock (West) 32.2 (51.9) 97 90° 3.0 to 9.0 Strike slip 7.3 0.07 VII Late Quaternary 

Upper Elysian Park  33.2 (53.4) 34 50°NE 0.75 Blind thrust - reverse 6.4 0.05 VI Historical (1987 
Whittier Narrows 
Event) 

Pleito 33.2 (53.4) 44 20°S 1.0 to 3.0 Reverse 7.0 0.08 VII  
Palos Verdes Hills 34.4 (55.3) 96 70°SW to 90° 2.0 to 4.0 Reverse oblique 7.3 0.07 VI Holocene in San 

Pedro Bay 
Puente Hills Blind 
Thrust 

34.4 (55.3) 44 25°N 0.3 to 1.1 Reverse 7.1 0.05 VI No documented 
surface faulting 

Ventura-Pitas Point 36.9 (59.4) 41 75°N 0.5 to 1.5 Reverse oblique 6.9 0.05 VI Late Quaternary 



TABLE 3.2.2-2 
MAJOR FAULTS WITHIN AN APPROXIMATELY 100-KILOMETER RADIUS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT SITE, Continued 
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Fault Name 
(In Order of Nearest 
Distance from the 

Site) 
 

Approximate 
Distance  
from Site1 

[Miles 
(Kilometers)] 

Fault Length 

(Kilometers) 

Fault 
Dip 

Slip Rate 

(Mm/Yr.) 

Type of Fault 
(Sense of Slip) 

Magnitude (Mw) of 
Maximum Earthquake 

Mean Value PGHA2 
(1.0 g = Force of 

Gravity) 

MMI3 
(Modified Mercalli 

Intensity) 

Age 
and Evidence 

of Latest Surface 
Faulting 

Big Pine 37.3 (60.0) 41 90° 0 to 6.0 Strike slip 6.9 0.04 VI Quaternary 
M. Ridge-A. Parida-S. 
Ana 

37.6 (60.5) 65 60°N 0.2 to 0.6 Reverse 7.2 0.04 VI Late Quaternary 

Whittier 43.7 (70.3) 38 75°NE 1.5 to 3.5 Strike slip 6.8 0.04 V Late Quaternary NW 
of Brea Canyon 

Red Mountain 44.7 (72.0) 39 60°N 1.0 to 3.0 Reverse 7.0 0.04 V Late Quaternary 
Cucamonga 45.2 (72.8) 28 50°N 5.0 Reverse 6.9 0.04 V Late Quaternary; 

Historic 
San Jose 45.4 (73.1) 2 75°N 0.5 to 1.0 Reverse oblique 6.4 0.03 V Late Quaternary 
Channel Islands 
Thrust 

45.8 (73.7) 65 17°N 0.5 to 2.5 Reverse 7.5 0.05 VI Quaternary 

Oak Ridge Mid-
Channel 

45.9 (73.8) 37 28°N 0 to 2.0 Reverse 6.6 0.03 V Quaternary 

White Wolf 46.9 (75.5) 67 60°S 0 to 4.0 Reverse oblique 7.3 0.04 VI Quaternary 
Oak Ridge BT-
Offshore 

47.2 (75.9) 37 30°S 0 to 6.0 Reverse 7.1 0.04 V Quaternary 

Chino-Central Avenue 
(Elsinore) 

52.5 (84.5) 28 60° - 65°SW  1.0 Reverse right oblique 6.7 0.03 V Late Quaternary 

San Andreas-San 
Bernardino 

57.4 (92.3) 103 90° 18.0 to 30.0 Strike slip 7.5 0.04 V Holocene 

San Andreas-Southern 57.4 (92.3) 203 90° 18.0 to 30.0 Strike slip 7.7 0.04 V Late Quaternary; 
Holocene 

San Jacinto-San 
Bernardino 

59.3 (95.5) 36 90° 6.0 to 18.0 Strike slip 6.7 0.02 IV Late Quaternary; 
Holocene 

Cleghorn 60.8 (97.8) 25 90° 1.0 to 5.0 Strike slip 6.5 0.02 IV Late Quaternary 
NOTE: 
1. Fault distances 
2. PGHA = Peak horizontal ground acceleration. PGHA accuracy is no greater than two significant figures. 
3. MMI = Modified mercalli intensity. MMI is based on Blake, 2002. The Mercalli intensity scale is one of many scales used to classify the intensity of an earthquake by examining its effects on the Earth's surface, humans, objects of nature and man-made structures. 
SOURCES: 

1) Petersen, Marc, William Bryant, Chris Cramer, Tianqing Cao, Michael Reichle, Arthur Frankel, James Lienkaemper, Patricia McCrory, and David Schwartz. [February 1996] 2003. “Preliminary Seismic Hazard Assessment for Los Angeles, Ventura, and Orange Counties, 
California Affected by the January 17, 1994 Northridge Earthquake.” Bulletin of Seismological Society of America, 85(6).  

2) California Geological Survey. June 2003. The revised 2002 California probabilistic seismic hazard maps. Sacramento, CA. Available at: http://www.consrv.ca.gov/cgs/index.htm. 
3) Southern California Earthquake Center. 2004. Web site. Available at: http://www.scec.org/. 
4) Blake, Thomas. 2000. EQFault and EQSearch—Computer Programs for the Estimation of Earthquake Assessments.  
5) Jennings, C.W. 1994. Fault activity map of California and adjacent areas with locations and ages of recent volcanic eruptions. California Geologic Data Map Series. Map No. 6. Scale = 1:750,000. Sacramento, CA: California Geological Survey. 
6) Dolan, Joseph, K. Sieh, T. Rockwell, S. Yeats, J. Shaw, J. Suppe, G. Huftile, and E. Gath. 13 January 1995. “Prospects for Larger or More Frequent Earthquakes in the Los Angeles Metropolitan Region.” Science, 267: 199-205.  
7) Shaw, John and Peter Shearer. 1999. “An Elusive Blind-thrust Fault Beneath Metropolitan Los Angeles.” Science, 283: 1516-1518. 
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Seismicity 
 
Plate tectonics, the movement of plates within the earth's crust, is experienced as an earthquake 
when there is a sudden release of energy along a fault line. The fault ruptures to accommodate this 
energy, propagating the energy throughout the land area surrounding the epicenter. Depending on 
the intensity of the earthquake, the propagation of energy creates strong ground motion and other 
potential seismic hazards such as surface fault rupture, ground failure (including liquefaction), and 
landslides. 
 
The Richter Magnitude Scale (Richter Scale) was developed as a mathematical device to compare 
the size of earthquakes. The Richter Scale does not measure damage. The Richter magnitude is 
computed based on information gathered on seismographs. Seismographs are machines that 
measure and record vibrations within the earth and on the ground. Because the Richter Scale is 
based on a logarithmic scale, or base 10 scale, each whole number increase in magnitude 
represents a tenfold increase in measured amplitude, or height, of the earthquake wave. As an 
estimate of energy, each whole number step in the magnitude scale corresponds to the release of 
about 32 times more energy than the amount associated with the preceding whole number value. 
 
Seismologists have more recently developed a standard magnitude scale that addresses some of the 
limitations of earlier scales. This is called Moment magnitude. The Moment magnitude gives a 
more reliable estimate of energy release, particularly for very large earthquakes. The Moment scale 
is computed based on information gathered on seismographs.  
 
Ground motion or ground-shaking intensity is described by the modified Mercalli intensity scale 
(Table 3.2.2-3, Modified Mercalli Intensity Scale). Values in the modified Mercalli intensity scale 
are dependent on several factors: earthquake size, type, depth, distance to fault, subsurface 
geologic conditions, and direction of motion. 
 
Another measure of the potential for seismic-related damage is the peak horizontal ground 
acceleration (PHGA). PHGA is a measure of ground motion expressed as a percentage of gravity (g) 
as it reflects the amplitude of an earthquake wave relative to earth’s surface. The greater the ground 
acceleration, the more damage a seismic event is likely to cause. 
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TABLE 3.2.2-3 
MODIFIED MERCALLI INTENSITY SCALE 

 
Intensity Description of Potential Effects 
I. Not felt. Marginal and long-period effects of large earthquakes.* 
II. Felt by persons at rest, on upper floors, or favorably placed. 
III. Felt indoors. Hanging objects swing. Vibration-like passing of light trucks. Duration estimated. 

May not be recognized as an earthquake. 
IV. Hanging objects swing. Vibration-like passing of heavy trucks, or sensation of a jolt like a ball 

striking the walls. Standing motor cars rock. Windows, dishes, doors rattle. Glasses clink. 
Crockery clashes. In the upper range of IV, wooden walls and frames creak. 

V. Felt outdoors; direction estimated. Sleepers wakened. Liquids disturbed, some spilled. Small 
unstable objects displaced or upset. Doors swing, close, open. Shutters, pictures move. 
Pendulum clocks stop, start, change rate. 

VI. Felt by all. Many frightened and run outdoors. Persons walk unsteadily. Windows, dishes, 
glassware broken; knickknacks, books, etc., off shelves. Pictures off walls. Furniture moved or 
overturned. Weak plaster and masonry D** cracked. Small bells ring (church, school). Trees, 
bushes shaken (visible, or heard to rustle). 

VII. 
 
 
 
 

Difficult to stand. Noticed by drivers of motor cars. Hanging objects quiver. Furniture broken. 
Damage to masonry D, including cracks. Weak chimneys broken at roof line. Fall of plaster, 
loose bricks, stones, tiles, cornices (also unbraced parapets and architectural ornaments). Some 
cracks in masonry C. Waves on ponds; water turbid with mud. Small slides and caving in along 
sand or gravel banks. Large bells ring. Concrete irrigation ditches damaged. 

VIII. Steering of motor cars affected. Damage to masonry C; partial collapse. Some damage to 
masonry B; none to masonry A. Fall of stucco and some masonry walls. Twisting, fall of 
chimneys, factory stacks, monuments, towers, elevated tanks. Frame houses moved on 
foundations if not bolted down; loose panel walls thrown out. Decayed piling broken off. 
Branches broken from trees. Changes in flow or temperature of springs and wells. Cracks in 
wet ground and on steep slopes. 

IX. General panic. Masonry D destroyed; masonry B seriously damaged. (General damage to 
foundations.) Frame structures, if not bolted, shifted off foundations. Frames racked. Serious 
damage to reservoirs. Underground pipes broken. Conspicuous cracks in ground. In alluviated 
areas, sand and mud ejected; earthquake fountains; and sand craters.  

X. Most masonry and frame structures destroyed with their foundations. Some well-built wooden 
structures and bridges destroyed. Serious damage to dams, dikes, embankments. Large 
landslides. Water thrown on banks to canals, rivers, lakes, etc. Sand and mud shifted 
horizontally on beaches and flat land. Rails bent slightly. 

XI. Rails bent greatly. Underground pipelines completely out of service. 
XII. Damage nearly total. Large rock masses displaced. Lines of sight and level distorted. Objects 

thrown into the air. 
NOTES: 

*Wave period is the time calculated between two consecutive wave peaks. 
**The quality of masonry, brick, or other material is defined by the following lettering system, which is 
unrelated to the conventional construction classes A, B, and C: 

Masonry A. Good workmanship, mortar, and design; reinforced, especially laterally, and bound 
together by using steel, concrete, etc.; designed to resist lateral forces. 
Masonry B. Good workmanship and mortar; reinforced, but not designed to resist lateral forces. 
Masonry C. Ordinary workmanship and mortar; no extreme weaknesses, like failing to tie in at 
corners, but neither reinforced nor designed to resist horizontal forces. 
Masonry D. Weak materials, such as adobe; poor mortar; low standards of workmanship; weak 
horizontally. 

SOURCE: Richter, C.F. 1957. Elementary Seismology. San Francisco, CA: W. H. Freeman Co. 
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Several earthquakes have occurred in historic time in the general Southern California region. 
Historic events are both preinstrumental (all information is very approximate) and instrumental 
events. Numerous regional and local faults are capable of producing severe earthquakes, those of 
Richter magnitude of 5.9 or greater. The San Gabriel Fault Zone remains the closest active fault, 
whose Newhall Segment lies approximately 4 miles southwest of the proposed project site. Table 
3.2.2-4, List of Recorded Earthquakes with Magnitude of Greater than 5.9 within 100 Kilometers of 
the Proposed Project Site summarizes data for recorded moderate to severe earthquakes within the 
area of potential effect for the proposed project site. 
 

TABLE 3.2.2-4 
LIST OF RECORDED EARTHQUAKES WITH MAGNITUDE OF GREATER THAN 5.9 

WITHIN 100 KILOMETERS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT SITE 
      

Date Location 
(Latitude and Longitude) 

Magnitude Distance from the 
Proposed Site 
(Kilometers) 

December 21, 1932 38.75 – 118.00 7.2 53 
June 25, 1933 39.08 – 119.33 6.1 97 
January 30, 1934 38.28 – 118.36 6.5 25 
July 6, 1954 39.30 – 118.50 6.23 91 
December 16, 1954 39.28 – 118.12 7.26 95 
June 23, 1959 39.08 – 118.82 6.1 72 
May 25, 1980 37.63 – 118.87 5.9 98 
July 20, 1986 37.58 – 118.45 5.9 99 
January 17, 1994 34.22 – 118.53 6.7 15 

SOURCE: U.S. Geological Survey. Last modified 6 October 2005. “Earthquake Hazards Program. Earthquake Search: 
Circular Area.” Web site. Available at: http://neic.usgs.gov/neis/epic/epic_circ.html 
  
Soils and Artificial Fill 
 
The geotechnical study conducted in January 2005 confirmed that there is not a significant 
variation in geologic material at the proposed project site.42 Three exploratory soil borings drilled 
on the graded pad portion of the proposed project site encountered engineered fill up to 85 feet 
thick at the southeast edge.43,44 
     
Artificial fill is used to provide a foundation material with consistent and measurable qualities that 
compensate for site-specific geotechnical constraints. The boring findings indicate the presence of 
artificial fill at the proposed project site, a thin surface layer of clayey sand underlain by mixtures of 
sand and silt. The estimated fill depths suggest that borings B-1 (40 to 50 feet fill) and B-2 (about 50 
feet fill) did not penetrate natural earth materials. While boring B-3 is much deeper (47.5 feet), 
estimated fill thickness at this location is about 60 feet. Table 3.2.2-5, Summary of Geologic Data 
from On-Site Borings provides a summary of the artificial fill character as penetrated by each 

                                                 
42 Diaz-Yourman & Associates. 21 January 2005. Geotechnical Investigation for Fire Station 108 County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department Santa Clarita, California. Santa Ana, CA. 
43 Pacific Soils Engineering, Inc. 9 August 2000. Final Rough Grade Geotechnical Report, Pacific Crest (Seco IV) Project, 
Lot 24, Tract No. 46909-08, Proposed Fire Station Site, Seco Canyon Area, County of Los Angeles, CA. Cypress, CA. 
44 Diaz-Yourman & Associates. 21 January 2005. Geotechnical Investigation for Fire Station 108 County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department Santa Clarita, California. Santa Ana, CA. 
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boring down to approximately 7 meters (21.5 feet). Groundwater was not encountered in the 
borings.45,46   

 
TABLE 3.2.2-5 

SUMMARY OF GEOLOGIC DATA FROM ON-SITE BORINGS 
 

Boring B-1 
(1,607 ft in elevation) 

Boring B-2 
(1,606 ft in elevation) 

Boring B-3 
(1,607 ft in elevation)  

Depth (ft) General Lithology 
0 to 1 Clayey Sand Silty Sand Clayey Sand 
1 to 2 Clayey Sand Silty Sand Clayey Sand 
2 to 3 Clayey Sand Silty Sand Clayey Sand 
3 to 4 Clayey Sand Silty Sand Clayey Sand 
4 to 5 Clayey Sand Silty Sand Clayey Sand 
5 to 21.5 Silty Sand Silty Sand Silty Sand 
21.5 to 47.5 N/A Silty Sand N/A 

NOTE: N/A = Not applicable 
 
In addition to site borings, other geotechnical boring locations were identified near the proposed 
project vicinity. The nearest known off-site geotechnical borings are approximately ¼ mile to the 
west. Locations of these borings and associated shear tests are shown on Plate 2.1 of CGS Open 
File Report 97-11.47  
 
Groundwater Hydrology 
 
The proposed project site overlies a small portion of the East Santa Clara River Valley groundwater 
basin. The City of Santa Clarita General Plan, Safety element, indicates that a portion of the 
proposed project site and vicinity along the small canyon is susceptible to liquefaction.48 The 
California Department of Water Resources (CDWR) maintains groundwater level data for wells in 
many groundwater basins, and records show that historically the highest groundwater level has 
been reported as 25 feet below the original ground surface near the proposed project site before 
grading.49,50 However, due the large amount of artificial fill introduced at the proposed project site, 

                                                 
45 Wilson Geosciences, Inc. March 2005. Technical Background Report, Geologic/Seismic Site Evaluation for the Los 
Angeles County Fire Department Proposed Fire Station No. 108 Project, City of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County 
California. Altadena, CA. 
46 Wilson Geosciences, Inc. March 2005. Technical Background Report, Geologic/Seismic Site Evaluation for the Los 
Angeles County Fire Department Proposed Fire Station No. 108 Project, City of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County 
California. Altadena, CA. 
47 California Geological Survey. 1997. Seismic Hazard Evaluation of the Newhall 7.5-Minute Quadrangle, Los Angeles 
County, California. Open File Report 91-11. Sacramento, CA. 
48 Haydon, Wayne and Allan Barrows. 1997. Liquefaction Zones in the Newhall 7.5-Minute Quadrangle, Los Angeles 
County, California. Section 1 of Open File Report 97-11. Sacramento, CA. 
49 California Geological Survey. 1997. Seismic Hazard Evaluation of the Newhall 7.5-Minute Quadrangle, Los Angeles 
County, California. Open File Report 91-11. Sacramento, CA. 
50 Wilson Geosciences, Inc. March 2005. Technical Background Report, Geologic/Seismic Site Evaluation for the Los 
Angeles County Fire Department Proposed Fire Station No. 108 Project, City of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County 
California. Altadena, CA. 
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groundwater was not encountered by the soil borings. It is assumed that the groundwater level is 
deeper than 50 feet below the existing pad elevation.51    
 
A system of buried channel and alluvial deposits comprise an aquifer system. This includes highly 
permeable sand and gravel beds with interspersed lower permeability silt and silty sand. These 
deposits are present within major and minor canyons. Groundwater within nearby Haskell Canyon 
may be substantially shallower than other locations in minor canyons.52 Groundwater within fluvial 
deposits in Haskell Canyon is moderately shallow, between about 7 to 9 meters (25 and 30) feet 
deep.53    
      
3.2.3 Significance Threshold      
 
The potential for the proposed project to result in impacts related to geology and soils was 
analyzed in relation to the questions contained in Appendix G of the State of California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines:  
 
Would the proposed project: 
 

• Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk for loss, injury, or death involving: 
 Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent 

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist 
for the area or based in other substantial evidence of a known fault? 

 Strong seismic ground shaking? 
 Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 
 Landslides? 

• Result in substantial soil erosion (greater than 10 percent) or the loss of topsoil? 
• Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become 

unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, 
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 

• Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building 
Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property? 

  
3.2.4 Impact Analysis 
 
Based on geotechnical considerations,54,55 the site is suitable for the construction of the proposed 
project. The primary geotechnical considerations, which are completely unavoidable, are high 

                                                 
51 Diaz-Yourman & Associates. 21 January 2005. Geotechnical Investigation for Fire Station 108 County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department Santa Clarita, California. Santa Ana, CA. 
52 Wilson Geosciences, Inc. March 2005. Technical Background Report, Geologic/Seismic Site Evaluation for the Los 
Angeles County Fire Department Proposed Fire Station No. 108 Project, City of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County 
California. Altadena, CA. 
53 Haydon, Wayne and Allan Barrows. 1997. Liquefaction Zones in the Newhall 7.5-Minute Quadrangle, Los Angeles 
County, California. Section 1 of Open File Report 97-11. Sacramento, CA. 
54 Wilson Geosciences, Inc. March 2005. Technical Background Report, Geologic/Seismic Site Evaluation for the Los 
Angeles County Fire Department Proposed Fire Station No. 108 Project, City of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County 
California. Altadena, CA. 
55 Diaz-Yourman & Associates. 21 January 2005. Geotechnical Investigation for Fire Station 108 County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department Santa Clarita, California. Santa Ana, CA. 
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levels of earthquake ground shaking and possible presence of expansive soils. Geotechnical 
recommendations were made to address the potential impacts related to seismic ground shaking 
and expansive soils. No impacts related to geology and soils were determined to create significant 
impacts. 
 
Surface Fault Rupture 
 
The proposed project would not be expected to result in significant impacts related to surface fault 
rupture. Faults are the planes along which earthquakes occur. Where earthquakes are large 
enough, or shallow enough, surface rupture can occur along the fault plane where it intersects the 
earth's surface. The City of Santa Clarita General Plan (refer to Chapter 6)56 describes faults of 
concern crossing the City. Faults near the project vicinity are the Mint Canyon, Soledad Canyon, 
and Pelona faults. There are no known potentially active surface faults mapped through or in the 
immediate project site vicinity. However, a number of known regional active faults are located at 
distances where they could produce substantial ground shaking at the proposed project site. 
Although the Mint Canyon fault projects toward the proposed project site, surface rupture at the 
proposed project site is considered unlikely.57 Similar to development throughout most of Southern 
California, implementation of the proposed project would result in the exposure of persons at the 
proposed project site to substantial ground shaking, and thus a degree of seismic hazard risk. The 
proposed project would be constructed in accordance with the CBC, Santa Clarita Municipal Code, 
and UBC. In addition, the maximum probable seismic ground acceleration would be taken into 
consideration when designing all structures in order to minimize potential hazards. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not be expected to result in significant impacts to geology and soils related 
to the risk of exposure to surface fault rupture. 
 
Seismic Ground Shaking 
 
The proposed project would not be expected to result in significant impacts from strong seismic 
ground shaking. There are no active or potentially active faults that exhibit a surface expression that 
intersects the proposed project site. Furthermore, geotechnical studies prepared for each phase of 
building have been undertaken in accordance with the CGS Guidelines for Evaluating and 
Mitigating Seismic Hazards in California.58 The majority of the State of California, including the 
proposed project site, lies within Seismic Zone 4, the highest level hazard zone designated by the 
current UBC. The California Building Standards Code, or CBC, augments and supersedes the UBC 
with stricter requirements to reduce the risks associated with building in Seismic Zone 4 to the 
maximum extent practicable. Implementation of current building codes as mitigation results in 
earthquake-resistant structures. However, in the event of a major seismic event, no building is 
completely safe from damage. 
 
Seismic-Related Ground Failure/Liquefaction 
 
The proposed project would not be expected to result in significant impacts from seismic-related 
ground failure, including liquefaction. Liquefaction occurs when saturated, cohesionless (low 

                                                 
56 City of Santa Clarita. February 2004. General Plan. Santa Clarita, CA. 
57 Wilson Geosciences, Inc. March 2005. Technical Background Report, Geologic/Seismic Site Evaluation for the Los 
Angeles County Fire Department Proposed Fire Station No. 108 Project, City of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County 
California. Altadena, CA. 
58 California Geological Survey. 1997. Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic Hazards in California. Special 
Publication No. 117. Sacramento, CA. 
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relative density) materials (usually sand or silty sand) are transformed from a solid to a near liquid 
state due to the increase in porewater pressure that can be caused by moderate to severe seismic 
ground shaking. According to the City of Santa Clarita General Plan,59a portion of the proposed 
project site (along the unnamed canyon) lies within a liquefaction potential hazard zone. This 
finding is consistent with previously published data.60 The canyon beneath the site where 
liquefaction potential was mapped is now filled with artificial fill. Presumably, the former alluvial 
deposits previously occupying the canyon were removed in order to place the engineered fill that 
now occupies the canyon. During drilling operations at the proposed project site, groundwater was 
not encountered. Historically, the highest groundwater level has been reported as 25 feet below 
the original ground surface near the project site before grading.61 Therefore, the design 
groundwater level was assumed to be deeper than 50 feet below the existing pad elevation.62 
Saturation of the basal portion of the fill is possible over time. However, canyon subdrains were 
placed beneath the fill to drain off subsurface water that would otherwise saturate the fill.63 The fill 
varies in thickness under the site from about 85 feet at the south property line to about 45 feet 
nearer the northern edge along Rock Canyon Drive. Based on the depth to groundwater (>50 
feet), and the presence of engineered compacted fill with a subdrain system, previous geotechnical 
investigations indicate that the liquefaction potential at the site is low.64,65 With proper 
maintenance of the subdrain system and the sufficiently dense fill material, it has been determined 
that liquefaction under the site is unlikely.66 Therefore, the proposed project would not result in 
significant impacts from liquefaction. 
 
Landslides 
 
The proposed project would not result in significant impacts from seismically induced landslides. 
CGS maps67 indicate a portion of the slope area at the southwest corner of the proposed project site 
is within a seismic landslide hazard area. However, this was prior to the grading activity. The 
geotechnical reports associated with grading of the proposed project site do not mention a 
potential for landslides in the Saugus Formation west of the site. Dips in bedding occur to the west 
and southwest into the slopes; therefore, with the slope angles reduced by grading and bedding 
planes generally into the slope, landslide potential in the surrounding bedrock that might impact 
the site is considered very low.  
 

                                                 
59 City of Santa Clarita. February 2004. General Plan. Santa Clarita, CA. 
60 Haydon, Wayne and Allan Barrows. 1997. Liquefaction Zones in the Newhall 7.5-Minute Quadrangle, Los Angeles 
County, California. Section 1 of Open File Report 97-11. Sacramento, CA. 
61 California Geological Survey. 1997. Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic Hazards in California. Special 
Publication No. 117. Sacramento, CA. 
62 Diaz-Yourman & Associates. 21 January 2005. Geotechnical Investigation for Fire Station 108 County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department Santa Clarita, California. Santa Ana, CA. 
63 Pacific Soils Engineering, Inc. 9 August 2000. Final Rough Grade Geotechnical Report, Pacific Crest (Seco IV) Project, 
Lot 24, Tract No. 46909-08, Proposed Fire Station Site, Seco Canyon Area, County of Los Angeles, CA. Cypress, CA. 
64 Diaz-Yourman & Associates. 21 January 2005. Geotechnical Investigation for Fire Station 108 County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department Santa Clarita, California. Santa Ana, CA. 
65 Haydon, Wayne and Allan Barrows. 1997. Liquefaction Zones in the Newhall 7.5-Minute Quadrangle, Los Angeles 
County, California. Section 1 of Open File Report 97-11. Sacramento, CA. 
66 Diaz-Yourman & Associates. 21 January 2005. Geotechnical Investigation for Fire Station 108 County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department Santa Clarita, California. Santa Ana, CA. 
67 California Geological Survey. 1997. Seismic Hazard Evaluation of the Newhall 7.5-Minute Quadrangle, Los Angeles 
County, California. Open File Report 91-11. Sacramento, CA. 
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An analysis of seismically induced landslide potential in the project vicinity was discussed in the 
geotechnical report.68 The Saugus Formation in the project vicinity is classified Geologic Material 
Group 3. Based on estimated strength of materials and slope category, the seismically induced 
landslide potential in this formation adjacent to the proposed project site is classified very low.69 
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in an impact from landslides.  
 
Soil Erosion 
 
The proposed project would not be expected to result in significant impacts related to a substantial 
increase in soil erosion or loss of topsoil. Based on topographic features and the primary surface 
water drainage, flooding and associated erosion are deemed unlikely at the proposed project site as 
a result of the grading, which has created a street and curb-and-gutter system to control runoff on 
non-erosive surfaces. During construction, the upper soil shall be excavated and replaced with 
compacted fill. Permanent compacted fill slopes shall be covered with vegetation or paved to 
reduce surface erosion. To ensure the south-facing fill slope remains intact and not subject to 
erosion, the surface water generated on the building pad shall be adequately controlled as 
discussed in the geotechnical reports.70,71 Therefore, the proposed project would not result in 
significant impacts from soil erosion. 
 
Stability of Geology and Soils 
  
The proposed project would not result in significant impacts related to the location of the proposed 
project on a geologic unit that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the 
proposed project. With the proposed project site's low liquefaction susceptibility, the loss of 
foundation bearing strength is deemed unlikely. This would be maintained through adequate 
groundwater management practices of the groundwater calculated to be greater than 50 feet below 
the fill. Dry to partially saturated sediments that may not be susceptible to liquefaction may be 
vulnerable to dynamic consolidation and local ground subsidence. This consolidation or 
densification occurs in loose cohensionless sediments as intense seismic shaking reduces 
intragranular void spaces. The results from the seismic settlement analysis were prepared for the 
proposed project site in one of the geotechnical reports.72 The previous EIR for Tentative Tract No. 
4690873 provided that slopes that exhibited unsupported geologic structure were required to have 
rehabilitation and reconstruction to butress or stabilize fill sections. Calculations for the stability of 

                                                 
68 Wilson Geosciences, Inc. March 2005. Technical Background Report, Geologic/Seismic Site Evaluation for the Los 
Angeles County Fire Department Proposed Fire Station No. 108 Project, City of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County 
California. Altadena, CA. 
69 Diaz-Yourman & Associates. 21 January 2005. Geotechnical Investigation for Fire Station 108 County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department Santa Clarita, California. Santa Ana, CA. 
70 Diaz-Yourman & Associates. 21 January 2005. Geotechnical Investigation for Fire Station 108 County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department Santa Clarita, California. Santa Ana, CA. 
71 Wilson Geosciences, Inc. March 2005. Technical Background Report, Geologic/Seismic Site Evaluation for the Los 
Angeles County Fire Department Proposed Fire Station No. 108 Project, City of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County 
California. Altadena, CA.  
72 Diaz-Yourman & Associates. 21 January 2005. Geotechnical Investigation for Fire Station 108 County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department Santa Clarita, California. Santa Ana, CA. 
73 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. September 1993. Final Environmental Impact Report for the 
Seco Canyon Development IV Project with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. Prepared by Sikand Engineering, 
Sherman Oaks, CA. 
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the fill sections of the tract were made in one geotechnical report.74 A subsequent geotechnical 
report recommended that verification of these calculations be made prior to finalizing the design 
and building locations.75 Since the southern portion of the proposed project site lies adjacent to the 
2:1 south-facing fill slope, dynamic consolidation could lead to cracks near the edge of the slope. 
The stability of the south-facing engineered fill slope along the south edge of the site was outside 
the scope of another of the geotechnical reports.76 However, the building foundations appear to 
meet the required UBC setback distance for the existing slope height. Therefore, the proposed 
project is not expected to result in significant impacts from an unstable geology unit.  
 
Expansive Soil 
 
The proposed project would not be expected to result in significant impacts from expansive soils. 
Expansive soils expand with the addition of water, and shrink when the soils dries due to a high 
clay content, which absorbs water. This can cause damage to overlying structures. Most sediments 
blanketing the valley area are classified as coarse grained and are categorized as having a low 
potential for expansion. Although finer grained components that are moderately to highly 
expansive may be present locally, these units are more likely present in low-lying areas near river 
channels.77 Based on the proposed project site location primarily underlain by Saugus Formation, 
the presence of potentially expansive soils is considered low. This conclusion is confirmed by data 
from geotechnical testing that classified the expansive index of the soils as very low.78 Therefore, 
the proposed project would not be expected to result in significant impacts from expansive soils. 
The geotechnical reports recommended that the soils be moisture conditioned (wetted) during 
grading and kept moist until covered to avoid potential effects related to expansive soils. The 
proposed structure can be supported on shallow foundations (either spread footings or mat 
foundations) placed on a layer of compacted fill. In addition, due to the limited number of borings, 
it is advised that additional field tests associated with final design are performed to confirm the 
specific soil expansivity in proposed construction areas.79  
       
3.2.5 Mitigation Measures 
 
As indicated by this analysis, there are no anticipated significant impacts related to geology and 
soils as a result of construction, operation, or maintenance of the proposed project. Therefore, no 
mitigation is required. However the proposed project shall be implemented with the designed 
measures and recommendations from the site-specific geotechnical reports: 
 

                                                 
74 Pacific Soils Engineering, Inc. 9 August 2000. Final Rough Grade Geotechnical Report, Pacific Crest (Seco IV) Project, 
Lot 24, Tract No. 46909-08, Proposed Fire Station Site, Seco Canyon Area, County of Los Angeles, CA. Cypress, CA. 
75 Wilson Geosciences, Inc. March 2005. Technical Background Report, Geologic/Seismic Site Evaluation for the Los 
Angeles County Fire Department Proposed Fire Station No. 108 Project, City of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County 
California. Altadena, CA. 
76 Diaz-Yourman & Associates. 21 January 2005. Geotechnical Investigation for Fire Station 108 County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department Santa Clarita, California. Santa Ana, CA. 
77 City of Santa Clarita. February 2004. General Plan. Santa Clarita, CA. 
78 Diaz-Yourman & Associates. 21 January 2005. Geotechnical Investigation for Fire Station 108 County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department Santa Clarita, California. Santa Ana, CA. 
79 Diaz-Yourman & Associates. 21 January 2005. Geotechnical Investigation for Fire Station 108 County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department Santa Clarita, California. Santa Ana, CA. 
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• Diaz-Yourman & Associates. 21 January 2005. Geotechnical Investigation for Fire 
Station 108 County of Los Angeles Fire Department Santa Clarita, California. Santa 
Ana, CA. 

 
• Wilson Geosciences, Inc. March 2005. Technical Background Report, 

Geologic/Seismic Site Evaluation for the Los Angeles County Fire Department 
Proposed Fire Station No. 108 Project, City of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County 
California. Altadena, CA. 

 
• Pacific Soils Engineering, Inc. 9 August 2000. Final Rough Grade Geotechnical 

Report, Pacific Crest (Seco IV) Project, Lot 24, Tract No. 46909-08, Proposed Fire 
Station Site, Seco Canyon Area, County of Los Angeles, CA. Cypress, CA. 

 
In addition, the County of Los Angeles shall adhere to standard building practices to ensure that no 
significant impacts related to geology and soils may be encountered.  

 
Exposure of people or property to potentially adverse effects, including the risk of loss or injury, 
involving seismic ground shaking from the operation of the proposed project shall be minimized 
through conformance with CGS’s Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic Hazards in 
California and all applicable City of Santa Clarita codes and regulations related to seismic activity. 
The project applicant shall ensure that the site-specific geotechnical investigations for the proposed 
project are incorporated into proposed project plans and specifications. 
 
3.2.6 Level of Significance after Mitigation 
 
Geotechnical investigations have determined that the proposed project would result in less than 
significant impacts related to geology and soils as a result of its construction, operation, or 
maintenance. However, the geotechnical reports have provided recommendations compulsory to 
meeting the required standard building practices. Implementation and compliance with the 
suggested geotechnical recommendations and adherence to the standards of the UBC would 
reduce impacts associated with seismic hazards to the maximum extent practicable and potential 
impacts related to geology and soils to below the level of significance.  
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3.3 NOISE 
 
On December 6, 1994, the County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors certified the Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) for the Seco Canyon Development IV with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive, 
Tentative Tract Map: 46908 with the Extension to Copperhill Drive Tentative Tract Map: 46564,1 
and approved the project, which included the construction of the County of Los Angeles Fire 
Station 108 (proposed project). The developer agreed that the project required the provision of a 
buildable fire station site acceptable to the County of Los Angeles and County of Los Angeles 
Consolidated Fire Protection District (Fire Protection District). In June 2002, the Fire Protection 
District assumed responsibility of construction of the fire station at the designated site located at 
28799 North Rock Canyon Road, Santa Clarita, California. While the EIR evaluated the proposed 
fire station at a programmatic level, it did not include a project-level analysis of the operational 
impacts of the fire station and noise levels. The Fire Protection District prepared an Initial Study for 
construction and operation of the proposed project and circulated the document for public 
review.2 The Fire Protection District received comments regarding the potential for operation of 
Fire Station 108 to result in significant impacts to ambient noise levels. As a result of public 
comments received, the Fire Protection District determined that there was a potential for significant 
impacts resulting from construction and operation of the proposed project. Therefore, this issue has 
been carried forward for detailed analysis in this Supplemental EIR. This analysis was undertaken to 
identify opportunities to avoid, reduce, or otherwise mitigate potential significant impacts to noise 
and to identify potential alternatives.  
 
The analysis of noise consists of a summary of the regulatory framework that guides the decision-
making process, a description of the existing conditions in the proposed project area, thresholds for 
determining if the proposed project would result in significant impacts, anticipated impacts (direct, 
indirect and cumulative), mitigation measures, and level of significance after mitigation. The 
potential for impacts from noise has been analyzed in accordance with the County of Los Angeles 
General Plan,3 County of Los Angeles Streamlined General Plan,4 and Noise Control Ordinance of 
the County of Los Angeles.5 In addition, site-specific acoustical analysis and modeling for the 
proposed project was completed (Appendix E, Acoustical Analysis). 6 
 

                                                 
1 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. September 1993. Final Environmental Impact Report for the 
Seco Canyon Development IV Project with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. Prepared by Sikand Engineering, 
Sherman Oaks, CA.  
2 County of Los Angeles Fire Department. March 2004. Initial Study, Fire Station 108. Prepared by: Land Design 
Consultants, Inc., Pasadena, CA. 
3 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. November 1980. County of Los Angeles General Plan. Los 
Angeles, CA. 
4 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. January 1993. Streamlined County of Los Angeles General 
Plan. Los Angeles, CA. 
5 County of Los Angeles. 1978. Noise Control Ordinance of the County of Los Angeles. Ordinance 11778, Section 2 
(Article 1, Section 101); Ordinance 11773, Section 2 (Article 1, Section 101). Chapter 12.08. Available at: 
http://ordlink.com/codes/lacounty/index.htm. 
6 Davy & Associates, Inc. 23 June 2006. Acoustical Analysis Fire Station 108, Santa Clarita, CA. Redondo Beach, CA. 
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3.3.1 Regulatory Framework 
 
Noise Definition 
  
Noise is defined as unwanted sound. The human response to environmental noise is subjective and 
varies considerably from individual to individual. Sensitive receptors, such as residential areas, 
convalescent homes, schools, auditoriums, and other similar land uses, may be affected to a greater 
degree by increased noise levels than industrial, manufacturing, or commercial facilities. The 
effects of noise can range from interference with sleep, concentration, and communication, to the 
causation of physiological and psychological stress, and, at the highest intensity levels, hearing 
loss. 
 
The method commonly used to quantify environmental noise involves evaluation of all frequencies 
of sound, with an adjustment to reflect the constraints of human hearing. Since the human ear is 
less sensitive to low and high frequencies than to midrange frequencies, noise measurements are 
weighted more heavily within those frequencies of maximum human sensitivity in a process called 
“A-weighting,” written as dBA. In practice, environmental noise is measured using a sound level 
meter that includes an electronic filter corresponding to the A-weighted (Table 3.3.1-1, A-weighted 
Sound Levels.  

 
TABLE 3.3.1-1 

A-WEIGHTED SOUND LEVELS 
 

Noise Source A-weighted Sound Level 
(in dBA) 

Subjective Loudness Effect of Noise 

Near jet engine 130 Intolerable or deafening Hearing loss 
Loud auto horn 100 Very noisy Hearing loss 
Normal conversation  
at 5–10 feet 

60 Loud Speech interference 

Bird calls 40 Moderate Sleep disturbance 
Whisper 30 Faint No effect 
Rustling leaves 10 Very faint No effect 

NOTE: dBA = decibels in A-weighted sound levels 
 
There are several statistical tools used to evaluate and compare noise level measurements. To 
account for the fluctuation in noise levels over time, noise impacts are commonly evaluated using 
time-averaged noise levels. Equivalent Levels (Leq) are used to represent the noise level 
experienced over a stated period of time averaged as a single noise level. Because community 
receptors are more sensitive to unwanted noise intrusion during the evening and at night, an 
artificial decibel increment is added to quiet-time noise levels to create a 24-hour noise descriptor, 
or a 24-hour Leq, called the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL). This equivalent level is 
also known as the Day-Night Level (Ldn).  
 
Another measure used to characterize noise exposure is the variation in sound levels over time, 
measured by percentage exceedance level. L10 is the A-weighted sound level that is exceeded 10 
percent of the measurement period, and L90 is the level exceeded 90 percent of the measurement 
period. L50 is the median sound level. Additional statistical measures include Lmin and Lmax, the 
minimum and maximum sound levels, respectively, measured during a stated measurement period. 
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These descriptions of noise are based on the sound level at the point of measurement. When 
determining potential impacts to the environment, the noise level at the receptor is considered. 
Noise is attenuated as it propagates from the source to the receiver. Attenuation is the reduction in 
the level of sound resulting from the absorption by the topography, the atmosphere, distance, 
barriers, and other factors. Attenuation is also logarithmic, rather than linear, so that for stationary 
sources like the proposed project, noise levels decrease approximately 6 dBA for every doubling of 
distance. 
 
State 
 
In the State of California, Senate Bill 860, which became effective January 1, 1976, directed the 
California Office of Noise Control within the State Department of Health Services to prepare 
Guidelines for the Preparation and Content of Noise Elements of the General Plan.7 These 
guidelines provide information concerning the noise environment in the community that should be 
considered in the land use planning process. As part of this publication, Land Use Compatibility 
Standards were developed in four categories. These categories include Normally Acceptable, 
Conditionally Acceptable, Normally Unacceptable, and Clearly Unacceptable. These categories 
were based on earlier work completed by the Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD). The interpretation of the four categories is as follows: 
 

Normally Acceptable: Specified Land Use is satisfactory without special insulation. 
  
Conditionally Acceptable: New Development requires detailed analysis of noise 

insulation requirements. 
 
Normally Unacceptable:  New Development is discouraged and requires a detailed 

analysis of insulation features. 
 
Clearly Unacceptable: New Development should not be undertaken. 

 
The Land Use Compatibility Matrix for Community Noise Environments, as established by the 
state, defines four categories of acceptance and assigns CNEL values to them. 
 
The State Building Code (Part 2, Title 24, CCR) establishes uniform minimum noise insulation 
performance standards to protect persons within new hotels, motels, dormitories, long-term care 
facilities, apartment houses and residential units other than detached single-family residences from 
the effects of excessive noise, including, but not limited to, hearing loss or impairment and 
interference with verbal communication and sleep. Residential structures to be located where the 
CNEL or Ldn is 60 dBA or greater are required to provide sound insulation to limit the interior 
CNEL to a maximum of 45 dBA. An acoustical analysis report, prepared by a person experienced 
in the field of acoustical engineering, is required for the issuance of a building permit for these 
structures. Conversely, land use changes that result in increased noise levels at residences of 60 
dBA or greater must be considered in the evaluation of impacts on ambient noise levels. Table 
3.3.1-2, Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Environments, depicts noise levels for a 
variety of uses. 
 

                                                 
7 California Department of Health Services, Office of Noise Control. February 1976. Guidelines for the Preparation and 
Content of Noise Elements of the General Plan. Sacramento, CA. 
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TABLE 3.3.1-2 
LAND USE COMPATIBILITY FOR COMMUNITY NOISE ENVIRONMENTS 
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Local 
 
County of Los Angeles 
 
The Noise Control Ordinance of the County of Los Angeles8 provides for designation of noise-
sensitive zones, but does not define specific land uses for these zones. Instead, Section 12.08.260 
defines a “noise-sensitive zone” as any area designated, pursuant to Part 4 of the chapter, for the 
purpose of ensuring a state of exceptional quiet. Section 12.08.470 refers to the use of these zones 
at individual institutions or facilities that have been designated by the local health officer. These 
must be indicated by the display of conspicuous signs in at least three separate locations within 
164 meters (0.1 mile) of the institution or facility.  
 
The County does not set land use standards for noise in the Noise element of the General Plan. 
However, the County has adopted the Noise Control Ordinance of the County of Los Angeles,9 
which specifies exterior noise standards as shown in Table 3.3.1-3, County of Los Angeles Exterior 
Noise Standards. The exterior noise levels presented in the final column of Table 3.3.1-3 indicate 
the average hourly dBA to be maintained for designated noise zone level use. 
  

TABLE 3.3.1-3 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES EXTERIOR NOISE STANDARDS 

 
Noise Zone Designated Noise Zone 

Land Use 
Time Interval Exterior Noise Level1 

I Noise-Sensitive Area Anytime  45 dBA 

II Residential Area 10:00 p.m. – 7:00 a.m. 
 7:00 a.m. – 10:00 p.m. 

45 dBA 
50 dBA 

III Commercial Area  10:00 p.m. – 7:00 a.m. 
7:00 a.m. – 10:00 p.m. 

55 dBA 
60 dBA 

IV Industrial Area Anytime  70 dBA 
NOTE: 1. Required average hourly noise standard. 
SOURCE: County of Los Angeles. 1978. Noise Control Ordinance of the County of Los Angeles. Ordinance 11778, 
Section 2 (Article 4, Section 403), Ordinance 11773, Section 2 (Article 4, Section 403). Chapter 12.08.390. Available at: 
http://ordlink.com/codes/lacounty. 
 
The County of Los Angeles Ordinance includes five standards for governing exterior noise levels: 
 

Standard No. 1 shall be the exterior noise level that may not be exceeded for a cumulative 
period of more than 30 minutes in any hour. Standard No. 1 shall be the applicable noise 
level stated above or, if the ambient L50 exceeds the foregoing level, then the ambient L50 
becomes the exterior noise level for Standard No. 1. 

 

                                                 
8 County of Los Angeles. 1978. Noise Control Ordinance of the County of Los Angeles. Ordinance 11778, Section 2 
(Article 1, Section 101); Ordinance 11773, Section 2 (Article 1, Section 101). Chapter 12.08. Available at: 
http://ordlink.com/codes/lacounty/index.htm. 
9 County of Los Angeles. 1978. Noise Control Ordinance of the County of Los Angeles. Ordinance 11778, Section 2 
(Article 1, Section 101); Ordinance 11773, Section 2 (Article 1, Section 101). Chapter 12.08. Available at: 
http://ordlink.com/codes/lacounty/index.htm. 
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Standard No. 2 shall be the exterior noise level that may not be exceeded for a cumulative 
period of more than 15 minutes in any hour. Standard No. 2 shall be the applicable noise 
level stated above, plus 5 dB, or if the ambient L25 exceeds the foregoing level, then the 
ambient L25 becomes the exterior noise level for Standard No. 2. 

 
Standard No. 3 shall be the exterior noise level that may not be exceeded for a cumulative 
period of more than 5 minutes in any hour. Standard No. 3 shall be the applicable noise 
level stated above, plus 20 dB, or if the ambient L8.3 exceeds the foregoing level, then the 
ambient L8.3 becomes the exterior noise level for Standard No. 3. 

 
Standard No. 4 shall be the exterior noise level that may not be exceeded for a cumulative 
period of more than 1 minute in any hour. Standard No. 4 shall be the applicable noise 
level stated above, plus 15 dB, or if the ambient L1.7 exceeds the foregoing level, then the 
ambient L1.7 becomes the exterior noise level for Standard No. 4. 

 
Standard No. 5 shall be the exterior noise level that may not be exceeded for any period of 
time. Standard No. 5 shall be the applicable noise level stated above, plus 20 dB, or if the 
ambient L0 exceeds the foregoing level, then the ambient L0 becomes the exterior noise 
level for Standard No. 5. 

 
The County Noise Control Ordinance also includes the following construction noise restrictions:  
 

• “Operating or causing the operation of any tools or equipment used in construction, 
drilling, repair, alteration, or demolition work is prohibited between weekday hours 
of 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., or at any time on Sundays or holidays, such that the 
sound therefrom creates a noise disturbance across a residential or commercial real-
property line, except for emergency work of public service utilities or by variance 
issued by the health officer.  

 
• The contractor shall conduct construction activities in such a manner that the 

maximum noise levels for nonscheduled, intermittent, short-term operation of 
mobile equipment at affected business structures will not exceed 85 dBA at any 
time.  

 
• All mobile or stationary equipment or machinery powered by internal combustion 

engines will be equipped with suitable exhaust and air-intake silencers in proper 
working order.  

 
• In case of a conflict between this noise ordinance and any other ordinance 

regulating construction activities, provisions of any specific ordinance regulating 
construction activities will take precedence.  

 
• The County also has a noise policy regulating construction activities, such as 

construction hours limited to between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., Monday through 
Friday, and 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays. There shall be no work on 
Sundays or federal holidays.” 
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However, the County of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance includes a list of activities that are exempt, 
including: 

 
• “The emission of sound for the purpose of altering persons to the existence of an 

emergency, or the emission of sound in the performance of emergency work. 
• The use of warning devices necessary for the protection of public safety, such as 

police, fire and ambulance sirens, and train horns.” 
 
City of Santa Clarita 
 
Although the County of Los Angeles is not subject to noise ordinances of local jurisdictions, the 
City of Santa Clarita Noise Ordinance was considered in this analysis.10 
 
The City of Santa Clarita Noise Ordinance Chapter 11.44, Noise Limits sets maximum noise levels 
for various zones. The noise limits for residential zones are as follows: 
 
Regional Time Noise Level 
 
Residential, 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m.: 65 dBA 
Residential, 9:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.: 55 dBA 
 
The noise level limits listed above are adjusted for corrections concerning steady one, and time of 
occurrence. For steady one such as a siren, the correction would be minus 5 dB. For noise 
occurring less than one minute per hour, the correction would be 20 dB. Therefore, the allowable 
levels for daytime 80 dBA and the allowable levels for nighttime would be 70 dBA. 
 
The ordinance also defines the sound amplifying equipment as any machine or device for the 
amplification of any sound not including warning devices on emergency vehicles. The implication 
of this is that emergency vehicle warning devices such as fire truck sirens are exempt from the 
Santa Clarita Noise Ordinance (Appendix E).  
 
Therefore, the Santa Clarita Noise Ordinance does not apply to this project. 
 
3.3.2 Existing Conditions 
 
Ambient Noise Levels 
 
The ambient noise levels were measured on March 3, 2004 over a 24-hour period along North 
Rock Canyon Road opposite of the proposed project site. Noise levels at the proposed project site 
are dominated by local traffic on North Rock Canyon Road. No other significant sources of noise 
were noted. The existing ambient noise levels averaged approximately 65 dBA.11 The area around 
the proposed project site is fully developed with single-family residential dwelling units. There are 
existing sensitive receptors located in the immediate area of the proposed project site and along 

                                                 
10 Santa Clarita Noise Ordinance. Accessed October 2006. Web site. “Santa Clarita Municipal Code.” Available at: 
http://nt5.scbbs.com/cgi-
bin/om_isapi.dll?clientID=703262&headingswithhits=on&hitsperheading=on&infobase=santaclarita.nfo&jump=11.44
.040&softpage=PL_frame&wordsaroundhits=4#JUMPDEST_11.44.040 
11 Davy & Associates, Inc. 23 June 2006. Acoustical Analysis Fire Station 108, Santa Clarita, CA. Redondo Beach, CA. 
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roadways providing access to and from the proposed project site. Sensitive receptors include 
single-family residences located north, south, and east of the proposed project site. The closest 
single-family residence is located approximately 30 to 40 feet northeast of the of the proposed 
project’s property line.  
 
Airports and Airport Land Use Plans  
 
The proposed project site is not located near a public or private airstrip nor is it located within an 
airport land use plan. The nearest public airport is Bob Hope Airport, located approximately 23 
miles southeast of the proposed project site in the City of Burbank, California. Bob Hope Airport 
serves the proposed project site and surrounding community. The nearest private airstrip is Van 
Nuys Airport located approximately 24 miles south of the proposed project site. 
 
3.3.3 Significance Threshold 
 
The potential for the proposed project to result in impacts related to noise was analyzed in relation 
to the questions contained in Appendix G of the State of California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Guidelines:  
 
Would the proposed project result in: 
 

• Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of 
other agencies? 

 
• Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration? 
 
• A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 

above levels existing without the project? 
 
• A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project 

vicinity above levels existing without the project? 
 
• For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not 

been adopted, within two miles of a public or public use airport, exposure of 
persons residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

 
• For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, exposure of persons residing or 

working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 
       
The potential for construction and operation of the proposed project to result in significant impacts 
on ambient noise levels was assessed in relation to the CNEL (Table 3.3.3-1, Ambient Noise 
Significance Thresholds).  

 



County of Los Angeles Fire Station 108 Draft Supplemental Environment Impact Report 
December 7, 2006 Sapphos Environmental, Inc. 
S:\1204-011\Supplemental EIR\Section 03.3 Noise.doc Page 3.3-9 
 

TABLE 3.3.3-1 
AMBIENT NOISE SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS 

 
CNEL Increase Category Change Significant Impact? 
5 dBA or more No Yes 
4 to 5 dBA No Yes 
3 to 4 dBA Yes No 
0 to 3 dBA No No 

NOTE: dBA = decibels in A-weighted sound levels 
 
3.3.4 Impact Analysis 
 
The comparative analysis of the proposed project and each feasible alternative was analyzed in 
relation to number of residents subject to significant impacts on ambient noise levels from 
increased CNEL in relation to responses within the service area. A total of 20 random potential call 
locations within the service area were identified using a geographic information system (GIS). A 
Fire Protection District captain, experienced with the service area, mapped the route of travel from 
each fire station location to random call locations. These routes of travel were analyzed using the 
Fire Protection District GIS to determine average call response times. Calculations on the number 
of residences impacted by noise generated as a result of emergency response sirens were also 
analyzed for the proposed project site and each alternative (Appendix E). 
 
Exposure of Persons to or Generation of Noise  
 
Construction Noise 
 
The proposed project would result in an increase in temporary noise levels, which would affect 
residents in the neighborhood, for approximately 12 months during the construction phase. 
Construction activities associated with the proposed project could intermittently generate high 
noise levels on, and adjacent to the construction site. Construction activities associated with the 
proposed project include grading and earth moving activities, hauling materials, and building 
structures. Construction activity would fluctuate depending on the particular type, number, and 
duration of uses of types of equipment. Construction-related material haul trips would raise the 
ambient noise levels along haul routes. The County of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance specifies 
daytime average noise levels within residential areas to be maintained at 50 dBA between the 
hours of 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m and 45 dBA during the nighttime hours between 10:00 p.m. and 
7:00 a.m. The City of Santa Clarita Noise Ordinance limits the maximum noise levels in residential 
areas at 65 dBA between the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. and 55 dBA between the hours of 
9:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. The existing ambient noise levels at the proposed project site were 
measured at approximately 65 dbA. During the construction phase, ambient noise levels would 
vary between 75 dBA to 85 dBA within a distance of 50 feet from the proposed project site.  
 
Traffic Noise 
 
Noise impacts associated with traffic from operation of the proposed project would not be 
expected to be significant. Traffic volumes are not expected to change since the neighborhoods are 
built out and the only traffic serves local residents.12 By locating Fire Station 108 within the service 
                                                 
12 Barton-Aschman Associates, Inc. October 1992. Traffic Impact Study for Tracts 46908, 46564, 35783, and 46183. 
Pasadena, CA. 
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area, traffic would be reduced due to the shortened response distances. The proposed project 
would reduce the distance traveled and response time of each call within the service area 
Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to a significant increase in CNEL as a result 
of traffic. 
 
Operational Noise 
      
During the operational phase, significant noise levels related to the sirens of fire trucks leaving the 
fire station could create significant noise impacts in the surrounding areas. The emergency 
response time modeling determined that the proposed project site would affect approximately 93 
residential units per call by temporarily elevating noise levels as a result of fire engine sirens 
responding to emergency calls from the proposed project site. The average response time would be 
approximately 3 minutes and 26 seconds. 13 It is anticipated that emergency vehicles assigned to 
the fire station would make an average of 2.5 trips per day.14  
 
The fire engine will pull out of the station driveway and sound the siren on an as needed basis to 
enter onto Rock Canyon Road. The engine would then proceed to the dispatched location using 
red lights and a siren as required by Fire Department policy. CVC Code 30, as defined in the 
Emergency Vehicle Response Policy, authorizes the use of red lights and sirens on emergency 
vehicles.15 In response to a “Code R,” the use of red lights and sirens must be in accordance with 
CVC 25252, 27003, and County of Los Angeles Fire Department policy. According to vehicle 
operations policy set forth in the document, sirens shall be sounded in a manner that full range of 
sound production is achieved. However, during Code R responses, the intermittent use of the siren 
is permissible, provided that it is operated within at least 300 feet of intersections where traffic 
control devices (including signal lights and stop signs) are present. In addition, sirens are expected 
to be used in a manner that provides motorists and pedestrians the greatest opportunity to hear the 
emergency vehicle approaching, since safety of response is the highest priority governing the use 
of sirens. 
 
The use of sirens as warning devices is necessary to provide adequate warning of approaching 
emergency vehicles and to protect motorists and pedestrians. However, operation of fire response 
vehicles does not routinely require use of the warning sirens except when considered necessary. 
For example, if there is no significant automobile or pedestrian traffic on North Rock Canyon Road, 
the fire trucks will pull out and leave the site, and not turn on the sirens until reaching the 
intersection of North Rock Canyon Road and Copperhill Road. Warning sirens would then be 
activated as necessary.  
 
To alert traffic on North Rock Canyon Road that emergency vehicles may be entering and exiting 
the fire station, the Fire Department will utilized a traffic warning signs that would advise motorists 
of the station’s location. The language and locations for the signs would be reviewed and approved 
by the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works. The signs would allow emergency 
vehicles to exit the fire station without having to use their sirens unless necessary for public safety. 

                                                 
13 County of Los Angeles GIS Department. 16 August 2006. Response times for the County of Los Angeles Fire Station 
108. Revised response times by Sapphos Environmental Inc., 18 August 2006. 
14 Moreno, John, Sapphos Environmental, Inc., Pasadena, CA. 9 August 2006. Telephone correspondence with Ross 
Pistone, Project Manager, County of Los Angeles Fire Protection District, Los Angeles, CA.  
15 County of Los Angeles Fire Department Vehicle Operations. 15 November 2005. Emergency Vehicle Response Policy. 
Los Angeles, CA.  
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It is anticipated that there would be little or no noise generated at the site. The road segment 
considered most likely to receive the greatest impact related to noise generated by the frequency of 
siren use is between Haskell and Copper Hill. Additional noise impacts would occur when the 
equipment is checked and the engines are started each morning, which takes approximately 10 to 
15 minutes and would generate noise levels under 45 dBA. Given that the anticipated use of sirens 
and engines would be very limited and of short duration, this would not represent a significant 
noise impact.  
          
Implementation of the proposed project could result in significant impacts from exposure of 
persons to, or generation of, noise in the residential neighborhood east of Seco Canyon Road and 
North of Copper Hill Drive, thus requiring the consideration of mitigation measures Noise-1 
through Noise-4. Although mitigation measures would reduce noise levels associated with the 
operation of the proposed project, such operations could be expected to occasionally exceed the 
County of Los Angeles and the City of Santa Clarita Noise Ordinances when responding to 
emergencies. Therefore, emergency response related activities as a result of the proposed project 
could result in a significant and unavoidable environmental impact associated with the proposed 
project.  
 
Ambient Noise Levels 
 
The existing evening and early morning ambient noise levels range between 43 dBA to 49 dBA. At 
a distance of approximately 50 feet, fire trucks leaving the fire station with sirens on, traveling in 
either direction would result in an outdoor sound level of approximately 109 dBA. This translates 
into an indoor sound level of approximately 76 dBA during late night and early morning hours.16 
The County of Los Angeles Exterior Noise Standards (Table 3.3.1-3) specify acceptable noise levels 
up to 45 dBA in residential areas between 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. and daytime levels up to 50 
dBA between 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.  
 
Any fire engine leaving the station will sound the siren on an as needed basis. If the siren is 
activated, the noise level will be at a level of approximately 109 dBA at 50 feet. Traveling at the 
posted speed limit of 25 miles per hour (mph), noise generated by the fire engine siren would 
decrease approximately 4.5 dBA every 10 feet from the fire station. Within approximately 1 
second, and at a distance of approximately 10 feet, the net result in dBA would be approximately 
106 dBA; after 10 seconds and at a distance of approximately 100 feet, the resulting dBA would be 
approximately 65 dBA. Noise levels would continue to decrease as the fire engine siren travels 
away from the fire station. Noise generated by the fire engine siren would be expected to drop 
under the County’s acceptable level of 45 dBA under 15 seconds at a distance of 150 feet (Figure 
3.3.4-1, Noise Distance Levels) 
 
Construction of the proposed project would have temporary and periodic significant noise impacts 
at the proposed project site and vicinity during the construction phase. The presence and operation 
of heavy equipment to complete all necessary grading and construction of the proposed project 
would be the source of substantial temporary or periodic increase in the ambient noise levels. The 
temporary ambient noise levels may be reduced to below the level of significance with the 
implementation of mitigation measures. Other activities at the proposed project site would 
generally consist of regular maintenance activities typical of regular home maintenance (truck 
washing, grounds keeping, etc.). These activities would not measurably increase ambient noise 

                                                 
16 Davy & Associates, Inc. 23 June 2006. Acoustical Analysis Fire Station 108, Santa Clarita, CA. Redondo Beach, CA. 
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levels that exist in the area and would not exceed the limits of the County of Los Angeles Noise 
Ordinance. 
 
Airports and Airport Land Use Plans  
 
Implementation of the proposed project would not result in significant impacts from airports or the 
carrying out of airport land use plans. The proposed project would not be located within an area 
where an airport land use plan is in effect, nor would it be located within 2 miles of a public 
airport. The nearest public airport is Bob Hope Airport located in the City of Burbank, 
approximately 23 miles southeast of the proposed project site. 
 
Private Airstrips  
 
Implementation of the proposed project would not result in significant impacts from private 
airstrips. The proposed project would not be located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. The 
nearest private airstrip is Van Nuys Airport located approximately 24 miles south of the proposed 
project site.  
        
Cumulative Impacts 
 
The incremental impact of the proposed project, when added to the related past, present, or 
reasonably foreseeable, probable future projects listed in Section 2, Project Description would not 
be expected to result in cumulative impacts from noise. The nearest related project to the proposed 
site is the Seco Canyon Village, located approximately 2 miles southwest of the proposed project 
site.  
 
3.3.5 Mitigation Measures 
 
Measure Noise-1  
 
During the construction phase, the County of Los Angeles shall ensure that all construction 
performed by contractors is in accordance with the County of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance, which 
restricts grading and construction activities to daily operation between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., 
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays. There shall be no work on 
Sundays or federal holidays.  
 
Measure Noise-2  
 
During the construction phase, the County of Los Angeles shall ensure that contractors comply 
with the County of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance, including if necessary, the adjustment of 
construction schedules and the use of muffled equipment and/or equipment designed to maintain 
reduced noise levels.  
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Measure Noise-3  
 
During the operational phase, the County of Los Angeles shall require the County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department to utilize traffic warning signs that would advise motorists of the station's location. 
The language and locations for the signs would be reviewed and approved by the County of Los 
Angeles Department of Public Works. The signs would allow emergency vehicles to exit the fire 
station without having to use their sirens unless necessary for public safety. 
 
Measure Noise-4  
 
During the operational phase, the County of Los Angeles Fire Department shall use discretion 
when activating the siren when responding to calls within the community surrounding Fire Station 
108. The County of Los Angeles Fire Department shall use the siren as required by Department 
policy at all controlled intersections.  
 
3.3.6 Level of Significance after Mitigation 
 
Implementation of Measure Noise-1 would reduce significant impacts related to noise to below the 
level of significance.  
 
Implementation of Measure Noise-2 would reduce significant impacts related to noise to below the 
level of significance.  
 
Implementation of Measure Noise-3 would reduce significant impacts related to noise. However, 
for safety reasons, unavoidable significant impacts may occur periodically. 
 
Implementation of Measure Noise-4 would reduce significant impacts related to noise. However, 
for safety reasons, unavoidable significant impacts may occur periodically.  
    



County of Los Angeles Fire Station 108 Draft Supplemental Environment Impact Report 
December 7, 2006 Sapphos Environmental, Inc. 
S:\1204-011\Supplemental EIR\Section 03.4 Traffic and Transportation.doc Page 3.4-1 

3.4 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC  
 
The analysis undertaken in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Seco Canyon 
Development IV Project with Extension of Copper Hill Drive, the County of Los Angeles 
determined that the Master Planned Community had the potential to result in significant impacts to 
transportation and traffic1 and required traffic improvements as conditions of approval. The EIR 
traffic analysis included analysis of the Fire Station 108 (proposed project) site. During the scoping 
meeting conducted for the Supplemental EIR, community members expressed concerns regarding 
potential conflicts between pedestrians and emergency response equipment. Community members 
expressed their perception that the proposed project site would increase the potential for such 
incidents to occur; therefore, this issue has been carried forward for detailed analysis in this 
Supplemental EIR. This analysis was undertaken to identify opportunities to avoid, reduce, or 
otherwise mitigate potential significant impacts to transportation and traffic and identify potential 
alternatives (Appendix F, Speed Analysis). 2 
 
The analysis of transportation and traffic includes a description of the regulatory framework that 
guides the decision-making process, existing conditions of the proposed project area, anticipated 
impacts (direct, indirect, and cumulative), mitigation measures, and level of significance after 
mitigation. The potential for impacts to transportation and traffic has been analyzed in accordance 
with Appendix G of the State of California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines (State CEQA 
Guidelines) and the methodologies and significance thresholds provided by the County of Los 
Angeles (County) General Plan,3,4 the Santa Clarita Valley General Plan,5 Congestion Management 
Plan for Los Angeles County,6 Traffic Impact Analysis Report Guidelines,7 and a site-specific speed 
survey and analysis.8 
 

                                                 
1 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. September 1993. Final Environmental Impact Report for 
Mountain View Projects with the Extension to Copper Hill Drive. Prepared by Sikand Engineering, Sherman Oaks, CA.  
2 Raju Associates, Inc. September 2006. Technical Memorandum: County of Los Angeles Fire Station #108 Project Speed 
Survey and Analysis. Rosemead, CA. 
3 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. November 1980. County of Los Angeles General Plan. Los 
Angeles, CA. 
4 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. January 1993. County of Los Angeles Streamlined General 
Plan. Los Angeles, CA. 
5 City of Santa Clarita and the County of Los Angeles. February 2004. Santa Clarita Valley General Plan. Technical 
Background Report. Prepared by EIP Associates, Los Angeles, CA. 
6 County of Los Angeles Metropolitan Transportation Authority. 2004. 2004 Congestion Management Program for Los 
Angeles County. Los Angeles, CA. 
7 County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works. 1 January 1997. Traffic Impact Analysis Report Guidelines. 
Alhambra, CA. 
8 Raju Associates, Inc. September 2006. Technical Memorandum: County of Los Angeles Fire Station #108 Project Speed 
Survey and Analysis. Rosemead, CA. 
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3.4.1 Regulatory Framework 
 
State 
 
California Water Code 
 
The proposed project is not subject to the State of California Water Code, Division 12, Part 5, 
Chapter 1, Article 4, Section 31060 titled “Construction of Rights of Way,”9 which requires a State 
of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Encroachment Permit for mitigation measures 
required to be implemented in a state right-of-way. Mitigation in excess of $300,000 would require 
a Caltrans Project Study Report. Caltrans recommends that large-sized trucks transporting 
construction materials and equipment be limited to off-peak commute periods. Any heavy 
construction equipment that requires the use of oversize transport vehicles on state roadways or 
facilities would require a Caltrans transportation permit. The construction scenario defined for the 
proposed project would not require the transport of oversized vehicles on state facilities. 
 
Regional  
 
Southern California Association of Governments Regional Transportation Plan 
 
The proposed project lies within the jurisdiction of the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).10 The RTP is a long-range plan that 
provides a blueprint for future transportation improvements and investments based on specific 
transportation goals, objectives, policies, and strategies. The RTP is based on federal transportation 
law requiring comprehensive, cooperative, and continuous transportation planning. SCAG meets 
these requirements by developing comprehensive transportation plans that include all surface 
transportation modes (multimodal planning) to ensure efficient movement of people and goods 
throughout the region. The RTP includes an assessment of overall growth and economic trends in 
the region and provides strategic direction for transportation capital investments. The RTP serves 
four functions: 
 

• Addresses how to improve mobility and solve congestion problems 
• Evaluates federal, state, and local funding available for transportation improvements 
• Estimates costs of projects and develops funding strategies to meet these costs 
• Achieves air quality requirements 

 
Local 
 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority Congestion Management Plan 
 
The Congestion Management Program (CMP) for the County of Los Angeles (County) is a state-
mandated program that was enacted by state legislature with the passage of Proposition 111 in 

                                                 
9 West’s Annotated California Codes. 1984. Water Code Sections 30000 to 38999. Official California Water Code 
Classification. Volume 69. St. Paul, Minnesota: West Publishing Company. 
10 Southern California Association of Governments. April 2004. Destination 2030, 2004 Regional Transportation Plan. 
Los Angeles, CA. Available at: http://www.scag.ca.gov/rtp2001/2004draft/FinalPlan.htm. 
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1990.11 The program is intended to address the impact of local growth on the regional 
transportation system. 
 
County of Los Angeles General Plan 
           
Transportation Element  
 
The County General Plan Circulation element includes a Transportation element. The 
Transportation Element includes pertinent objectives, needs, and policies related to transportation 
and traffic, issues related to land use, and various policy maps within the County.12,13 The 
Transportation element sets the direction for the development of a comprehensive, coordinated, 
and continuing transportation system for the County of Los Angeles. The goals for transportation 
planning is stated as follow: 14 
 

• Goal 1: To achieve a transportation system that is consistent with the 
comprehensive objectives of the General Plan and the needs of the residences. 

 
• Goal 2: To achieve a transportation system that is responsive to economic, 

environmental, energy conservation, and social needs at the local community and 
countywide levels. 

 
• Goal 3: To achieve an efficient, balanced, integrated, multimodal transportation 

system that will satisfy short- and long-term travel needs for the movement of 
people and goods. 

 
3.4.2 Existing Conditions 
 
The proposed project site is located on an existing graded pad on a 1.41-acre site at 28799 North 
Rock Canyon Drive located in the community of Santa Clarita in the unincorporated area of Los 
Angeles County. The proposed project is in the northwest portion of unincorporated Los Angeles 
County, approximately 1 mile north of the City of Santa Clarita and 6 miles south from the 
commercial core of Valencia in the Valencia Industrial Center. The site is approximately 5 miles 
east of Interstate 5 and approximately 5 miles northwest of State Highway 14. The proposed 
project site is situated east of the recently constructed residential housing Tract 45137 and south of 
the Angeles National Forest. The proposed project site is bounded by local residential streets. 
These streets consist of Bridge Court on the north; Sugar Bliss Place and Phantom Trail to the east; 
Haskell Canyon Road, Copper Hill Drive, and a Southern California Edison easement on the south; 
and North Rock Canyon Drive on the west. The existing street system within the Master Planned 
Community that would serve the proposed project area consists of a regional roadway system 
including major arterials and a local system with secondary arterials, collectors, and local streets. 

                                                 
11 County of Los Angeles Metropolitan Transportation Authority. 2004. 2004 Congestion Management Program for Los 
Angeles County. Los Angeles, CA. 
12 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. November 1980. County of Los Angeles General Plan. Los 
Angeles, CA.  
13 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. January 1993. County of Los Angeles Streamlined General 
Plan. Los Angeles, CA. 
14 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. November 1980. County of Los Angeles General Plan: 
Transportation Element. Los Angeles, CA. 
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Regional Roadway System 
 
The principal boundaries of the proposed project site are the Golden State and Antelope Valley 
freeways. Interstate 5 (I-5; Golden State Freeway) and California State Route 14 (SR-14; Antelope 
Valley Freeway) provide the primary regional access to the proposed project area (Figure 3.4.2-1 
Regional Roadway System).  
 
Interstate 5 
 
The proposed project site is approximately 5 miles east from I-5, the Golden State Freeway. The 
Golden State Freeway is a north-south freeway running through Kern County and Los Angeles 
County, California. 
 
California State Route 14 
 
The proposed project site is approximately 5 miles northwest of SR-14. (Figure 3.4.2-1). SR-14, 
known as the Antelope Valley Freeway, is a north-south state highway largely in the Mojave 
Desert, just east of the crest of the Sierra Nevada in its northern part. SR-14 provides regional 
access for the entire Antelope Valley to the rest of the County. Further south, SR-14 becomes an 
east/west route that connects U.S. Route 395 in Inyokern to I-5 in Santa Clarita.  
 
California State Route 126 
 
State Route 126 (SR-126) runs from U.S. Route 101 in Ventura to I-5 in Santa Clarita. It provides the 
primary connection between the Santa Clarita Valley and Ventura County. Until 2002, a second 
segment of SR-126 ran from I-5 to SR-14 via Magic Mountain Parkway and San Fernando Road in 
Santa Clarita; it has since been decommissioned. SR-126 intersects SR-14 approximately 2 miles 
north of the I-5/SR-14 interchange (Figure 3.4.2-1).  
 
SR-126 generally follows the Santa Clara River through the valley, passing through the towns of 
Fillmore and Santa Paula. The section connecting Santa Paula and Ventura is a freeway, with SR-
126 becoming a four-lane throughway east of Santa Paula to its eastern terminus. It is legally 
known as the Santa Paula Freeway. SR-126 is the main route from Ventura County to the San 
Joaquin Valley via I-5. 
 
Sierra Highway 
 
Sierra Highway is also signed as State Route 14U (unrelinquished) in Santa Clarita. Sierra Highway 
generally runs parallel with SR-14 and provides connection to the Antelope Valley (Figure 3.4.2-1). 
Sierra Highway provides a non-freeway connection between Santa Clarita Valley and the Los 
Angeles Basin, through the Newhall Pass.  
 
Street System 
 
Other roadways used to access the proposed project area include residential streets, private streets, 
private roads, service roads, and public alleys such as Bridge Court, Sugar Bliss Place, Phantom 
Trail, Glen Canyon, and North Rock Canyon Drive Place (Figure 3.4.2-2, Existing Street System). 
Other significant regional surface street facilities that serve as collectors or indirect access to the 



FIGURE 3.4.2-1

Regional Roadway System

SOURCE: Sikand Engineering Associates



FIGURE 3.4.2-2
Existing Street System

SOURCE: Raju Associates, Inc.

- PROJECT LOCATION

- LOCATION OF DAILY TRAFFIC COUNT AND SURVEY
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proposed project site include Redwood Canyon Place, Haskell Canyon Road, Copper Hill Drive, 
San Francisquito Canyon Road, and Bouquet Canyon Road.  
 
Bouquet Canyon Road connects Santa Clarita Valley to Antelope Valley through the Angeles 
National Forest and Sierra Highway, which runs parallel to the SR-14 corridor and also provides 
connection to the Antelope Valley. Valencia Boulevard and Soledad Canyon Road provides the 
primary east/west connection between I-5 and SR-14 through Santa Clarita Valley. 
 
The proposed project is bounded by local residential streets, including Phantom Trail on the north 
and Haskell Canyon Road on the south. Access to the proposed project would be via Rock Canyon 
Drive. 
 
Rock Canyon Drive 
 
Rock Canyon Drive is a local roadway that runs in a north-south direction and would serve as the 
eastern frontage of the project site. The posted speed limit is 25 miles per hour. The roadway is 
designed for two lanes of travel, one lane per direction, and has no median divider.  
 
Haskell Canyon Road 
 
Haskell Canyon Road is a local roadway that runs in a north-south direction and provides the 
connection of Copper Hill Drive to Bouquet Canyon Road. It intersects Rock Canyon Drive just 
south of the proposed project site. The posted speed limit is 25 miles per hour. The roadway offers 
two travel lanes, one per direction, and has no median divider. 
 
Air Traffic 
 
There are no public or private airports within a 2-mile radius of the proposed project site. The 
nearest public airport or public use airport is Agua Dulce Air Park located at Aqua Dulce Canyon 
Road, approximately 18 miles east of the proposed project site. 
 
Existing Alternative Transportation Systems 
 
Santa Clarita Transit 
 
Local service in the City of Santa Clarita is served by City-contracted and operated bus service and 
Santa Clarita Transit. The Santa Clarita Transit provides local services and station link services 
within the vicinity of the proposed project area. The Metrolink provides regional commuter rail 
service to Santa Clarita. A summary of the area transit services is presented in the following 
sections. 
 
Local Services 
 
Route 3 and 7 - Provides a looped service between the Seco Area and the McBean Transfer Station. 
Route 3 travels along Seco Canyon Road; Route 7 travels along Copper Hill to McBean Parkway, 
and provides trips to Kaiser Medical Building and Magic Mountain. The major destinations include 
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the Tamarack loop, Valencia Town Center Area, Kaiser Medical Center/Borax (Tourney Road), and 
Six Flags Magic Mountain.15 
 
Route 4 - Route 4 offers direct service between Newhall, College of the Canyons, and Bouquet 
Canyon. Residents of Bouquet Seniors can use Route 4 to get to the Santa Clarita Valley Senior 
Center on Market Street. Route 4 also serves the Newhall Metrolink station. Route 4 connects with 
other bus routes at McBean Transfer Station and commuter trains at the Jan Heidt Metrolink Station 
in Newhall.16 
 
Route 8 - Route 8 services to and from the McBean Transfer Station located at Valencia Boulevard 
and McBean Parkway and the Sylmar Metrolink Station at Hubbard Avenue and Frank Modugno 
Drive. Route 8 connects to seven Santa Clarita local, six Metro, and one Los Angeles Department 
of Transportation (LADOT) routes.17 
 
Station Link Services 
 
Route 501 - Route 501 serves the Valencia Town Center area, including the Santa Clarita Valley 
Civic Center and City Hall. Route 501 also serves Tourney Road offering door-to-door service 
between the Santa Clarita Metrolink Station and the U.S. Borax and Kaiser Permanente Stations. 
The bus also serves College of the Canyons via entrance at Six Flags Magic Mountain.18 
 
Route 502 - Route 502 serves the Valencia Industrial Commerce Centers. The major destinations 
include Santa Clarita Metrolink, Valencia Industrial Center, and the Valencia Commerce Center.19 
 
Route 503 - Route 503 serves Seco Canyon residents who use Metrolink to commute to their jobs. 
Each morning, Route 503 will pick up people on Seco Canyon Road and take them to the Santa 
Clarita Metrolink Station. Route 503 connects with other Santa Clarita Transit commuter express 
and local routes at the Metrolink station on Soledad Canyon Road. 20 
 
Route 504 - Route 504 serves Bouquet Canyon residents who use Metrolink to commute to their 
jobs. Each morning, Route 504 will pick up people on Seco Canyon Road and take them to the 
Santa Clarita Metrolink Station. Route 504 connects with other Santa Clarita Transit commuter 
express and local routes at the Metrolink station on Soledad Canyon Road.21 
 

                                                 
15 City of Santa Clarita. 15 September 2006. “Santa Clarita Transit Routes and Schedules: Routes 3 & 7.” Web site. 
Available at: http://www.santa-clarita.com/cityhall/admin/transit/3-7.asp 
16 City of Santa Clarita. 15 September 2006. “Santa Clarita Transit Routes and Schedules: Route 4.” Web site. Available 
at:http://www.santa-clarita.com/cityhall/admin/transit/4.asp 
17 City of Santa Clarita. 15 September 2006. “Santa Clarita Transit Routes and Schedules.” Web site. Available at: 
http://www.santa-clarita.com/cityhall/admin/transit/routes&schedules.asp 
18 City of Santa Clarita. 15 September 2006. “Santa Clarita Transit Routes and Schedules: Route 501.” Web site. Available 
at: http://www.santa-clarita.com/cityhall/admin/transit/501.asp 
19 City of Santa Clarita. 15 September 2006. “Santa Clarita Transit Routes and Schedules: Route 502.” Web site. Available 
at: http://www.santa-clarita.com/cityhall/admin/transit/502.asp 
20 City of Santa Clarita. 15 September 2006. “Santa Clarita Transit Routes and Schedules: Route 503.” Web site. Available 
at: http://www.santa-clarita.com/cityhall/admin/transit/503.asp 
21 City of Santa Clarita. 15 September 2006. “Santa Clarita Transit Routes and Schedules: Route 504.” Web site. Available 
at: http://www.santa-clarita.com/cityhall/admin/transit/504.asp 
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Dial-A-Ride (DAR) 
 
The City of Santa Clarita’s Dial-A-Ride program provides curb-to-curb ambulatory and non-
ambulatory transportation services. The Santa Clarita Transit Dial-A-Ride serves all areas within the 
City of Santa Clarita. In unincorporated territory, Dial-A-Ride serves destinations within 0.75 mile 
from any Santa Clarita Transit local route bus stop. The program offers two forms of services: the 
Elderly and Disabled Service and the General Public Service. The Elderly Service provides for 
elderly of age 60 or older. Individuals with disabilities who are registered and certified with the 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) are eligible for the Disabled Service. Dial-A-Ride service is 
available to the general public after 6:00 p.m., seven days a week.22 
 
3.4.3 Impact Analysis 
 
This section analyzes the potential for significant impacts on transportation and traffic that would 
occur from implementation of the proposed project. A project's transportation and traffic impacts 
can be separated into short-term impacts due to construction and long-term permanent impacts 
from project operations.  
 
Direct and Indirect Impacts 
  
Operational Impacts 
 
Speed Survey/Analysis 
 
A spot-speed survey was conducted on streets in the vicinity of the proposed project site to 
determine the existing speeds along the streets adjacent to the proposed project site.23 Street 
segments used for the analysis included Rock Canyon Drive, north of Haskell Canyon Road, and 
Haskell Canyon Road, south of Rock Canyon Drive.  
 
Daily traffic counts were collected at the analyzed street segments of Rock Canyon Drive and 
Haskell Canyon Road during a two-weekday period in the last week of August 2006. Data were 
collected using machine counters placed along the roadway segments to record the number of 
vehicles and their speeds. With the data collected, average (or mean) speeds were calculated, 
along with the percent in 10-mile pace and 85th percentile speed measurements. According to the 
speed analysis report, the 85th percentile speed represents the prevailing traffic speeds on a 
particular street, as determined by the Institute of Transportation Engineers Transportation Planning 
Handbook.24 The 85th percentile represents 85 percent of the vehicles that are traveling at or below 
this speed. 
 

                                                 
22 City of Santa Clarita Field Services. Santa Clarita Dial-A-Ride Passenger Guide. Santa Clarita, CA. Available at: 
http://www.santa-clarita.com/cityhall/admin/transit/Dail-A-Ride%20booklet.pdf 
23 Raju Associates, Inc. September 2006. Technical Memorandum: County of Los Angeles Fire Station #108 Project 
Speed Survey and Analysis. Rosemead, CA. 
24 Institute of Transportation Engineers. 1999. Traffic Engineering Handbook. James L. Pline, ed. 2nd ed. Englewood Cliffs, 
NJ: Prentice-Hall. 
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Rock Canyon Drive 
 
Spot-speed surveys measured vehicular speeds averages of approximately 24 miles per hour (mph) 
along Rock Canyon Drive adjacent to the proposed project site. The 10-mile pace ranged from 20 
to 29 mph, and the analysis indicated that roughly 80 to 85 percent of vehicles traveled within this 
10-mile pace. The 85th percentile speed was measured at approximately 29 mph. 
 
Haskell Canyon Drive 
 
Data collected in the speed survey indicated that the average vehicular speed was approximately 
29 mph, just south of the project site. The ten-mile pace range was 25 to 34 mph, and the analysis 
indicated that roughly 77 to 82 percent of vehicles traveled within this 10-mile pace. The 85th 
percentile speed was measured at approximately 34 mph. 
 
The values for both roadway segments, mean vehicular speeds, and 85th percentile speed values 
are included in Table 3.4.3.1, Spot Speed Survey Analysis Results – Existing Conditions. Based on 
results from the speed survey and analysis, no issues related to speeds of emergency vehicles to 
and from the proposed project area exist, and these vehicles will be expected to travel at the 
posted speed limit along the utilized roadways.  
 
The existing speed limit is 25 mph on the streets surrounding the proposed project site. Fire District 
requirements per California Vehicle Code (CVC22350) and speed regulations outlined in the 
County of Los Angeles Fire Department Speed Policy prevent emergency vehicles from traveling at 
speeds that are greater than that which is reasonable or prudent or can endanger the safety of 
persons or property. Speed policy regulations in the County of Los Angeles Fire Department Speed 
Policy explicitly state that all fire apparatus and similarly configured vehicles cannot be driven in 
excess of 55 miles per hour. The speed restriction is applicable to both emergency and non-
emergency operation. In addition, as stated in County of Los Angeles Fire Department Speed Policy 
regulation F.1.C.2 (Appendix F), no fire apparatus or other emergency vehicle may operate “in 
excess to the posted speed limit, or any speed limit(s), emplaced by code, ordinance, or regulations 
governing vehicle speed(s) for specific vehicle classifications,” applicable to both emergency and 
non-emergency operation. To reduce the potential dangers associated with emergency vehicles 
approaching intersections, drivers of the emergency vehicle must also adhere to regulations that 
require them to stop at all signal controlled intersections displaying a red light in the direction of 
travel of the emergency vehicle and to stop at all stop sign controlled intersections. Drivers may 
proceed only when traffic has stopped and yielded the right-of-way. 
 
Exemptions for authorized emergency vehicles exist within the California Vehicle Code, 
specifically CVC Section 21055. One case for exemption states that the driver of an authorized 
emergency vehicle is exempt from certain “rules of the road” under the condition that the driver of 
the vehicle sounds a siren as may be reasonably necessary and the vehicle displays a lighted red 
lamp visible from the front as a warning to other drivers and pedestrians. This exemption does not, 
however, relieve the driver of the emergency vehicle from the obligation to drive with “due regard” 
for the safety of all persons using the roadway. 
 
Therefore, the operation of emergency vehicles serving the area surrounding the proposed fire 
station would not be expected to significantly conflict with pedestrian and property safety with 
adherence to the Basic Speed Law outlined in the California Vehicle Code and regulations 
contained within the County of Los Angeles Fire Department Speed Policy. In addition, as 
determined in the speed analysis, no issues relative to speeds of emergency vehicles to and from 
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the proposed project site exist and anticipate that vehicles will travel at the posted speed limit 
along these facilities.  
 

TABLE 3.4.3.1 
SPOT SPEED SURVEY ANALYSIS RESULTS – EXISTING CONDITIONS 

 

    
Mean Speed (mph) Percentage in 10-mile 

Pace 
85th Percentile Speed 

(mph) 
Street Segment DIR 8/29/2006 8/30/2006 8/29/2006 8/30/2006 8/29/2006 8/30/2006 
Rock Canyon 
Drive NB 24.18 24.22 85.03% 85.27% 28.55 28.62 
North of Haskell 
Canyon Road SB 23.91 23.61 79.73% 82.17% 28.72 28.09 
Haskell Canyon 
Road NB 28.91 29.27 80.68% 81.62% 33.58 33.85 
South of Rock 
Canyon Drive SB 28.66 28.94 76.94% 76.54% 33.76 33.58 

NOTES: 
DIR = Direction 
SB = Southbound 
NB = Northbound 
 
Construction Impacts 
 
Based on the construction scenario presented in Section 2, Project Description, of this EIR, 
construction activity associated with the proposed project would be scheduled in compliance with 
County of Los Angeles regulations.25 It is currently anticipated that between 8 and 25 construction 
workers would be on site at any one time during the approximately 12-month construction period. 
Due to the size of the main structure and associated parking areas and immediate need of the 
proposed project, there would only be one phase of construction.  
 
Construction traffic impacts include construction trucks and construction worker trips. The daily 
crew vehicular trip total would be 10 trips per week, during both the morning peak hour and 
evening peak hour times for a 42-week period. Total truck trips (including graders/dozers, water, 
concrete, and dump trucks) is estimated at one to four trips per week for a range of a one- to eight- 
week period (Table 2.4.2.1, Anticipated Construction Equipment). Using the conversion of 1 truck 
trip = 2.5 passenger car equivalents (PCEs), it is estimated based on the required manpower for 
this project that truck trips would generate about 25 PCE trips in the first week of construction. The 
construction of the proposed project, during the most conservative phase, would have truck trips 
taper off to approximately 10 PCE trips during peak hours. Therefore, implementation of the 
proposed project is not expected to result in a significant impact to intersection operations in the 
proposed project area resulting from construction traffic. It is anticipated that all roadway segments 
surrounding the proposed project site would continue to operate in a manner similar to operations 
under current and future with ambient growth conditions. In addition, all construction impacts 
would be temporary and short-term. 
 
 

                                                 
25 County of Los Angeles. 1978. Ordinance 11778, Section 2 [Article 5, Section 501(c)]. Available at: 
http://ordlink.com/codes/lacounty/index.htm. 
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Air Traffic Patterns 
 
The proposed project would not result in impacts to transportation and traffic related to a change in 
air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in 
substantial safety risks. There are no public or private airports within a 2-mile radius of the 
proposed project site. The nearest public airport or public use airport is Agua Dulce Airpark, 
approximately 18 miles east of the proposed project site. Therefore, there would be no expected 
impacts to transportation and traffic related to a change in air traffic patterns that would result in 
substantial safety risks. 
 
Hazardous Roadway Design 
 
The project proposes to construct one new entrance driveway that would connect the proposed 
project site to the surrounding street systems along Rock Canyon Drive. The new entrance 
driveway would provide ingress/egress for fire emergency vehicles and non-emergency access on 
the eastern side of the proposed project site off of Rock Canyon Drive. The new driveway would 
provide adequate visibility and would be controlled through proper roadside signage to warn 
pedestrians and motorists of oncoming vehicles exiting the fire station. The driveway would be 
designed in a manner that would avoid the introduction of hazardous design features. Therefore, 
there would be no expected impacts to transportation and traffic related to substantially increasing 
hazards due to a design feature. 
 
Emergency Vehicle Access/Egress 
 
Implementation of the proposed project would not alter any existing emergency access routes. The 
proposed project would entail one emergency access route: an entrance/exit driveway along North 
Rock Canyon Drive (Figure 2.4.1-4). The driveway would be designed to allow adequate 
emergency access and would be reviewed by appropriate Consolidated Fire Protection District staff 
for safety and adequacy. In addition, if traffic on North Rock Canyon Road is a problem for 
emergency vehicles entering and exiting the fire station, traffic warning signs would be installed to 
advise motorists of the station’s location. The language and locations for the signs would be 
reviewed and approved by the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works. The signs 
would allow emergency vehicles to enter and exit the fire station without having to use their sirens 
unless absolutely necessary. Therefore, there would be no expected impacts to transportation and 
traffic related to inadequate emergency access. 
 
Parking Capacity 
 
The proposed project includes surface parking spaces for seven employee spaces, one 
handicapped space, and one visitor space. Parking requirements for institutional land use 
designations, such as the proposed project, are not specified by the County. According to the 
County's Zoning Ordinances, a proposed project's parking requirements should follow those 
required for the most comparable use for which the County has specific parking requirements.26, 27 
Due to firefighter schedules rotating during the 24-hour shift period, the parking capacity would be 
sufficient for the proposed project and no significant impact would occur.  
 

                                                 
26 County of Los Angeles. 1983. Ordinance 83-0161 '62. Los Angeles, CA. 
27 County of Los Angeles. 1927. Ordinance 1494, Chapter 7, Article 3 '703.19. Los Angeles, CA. 
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Alternative Transportation 
 
The proposed project would not result in impacts to transportation and traffic related to adopted 
policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation. The County's General Plan 
emphasizes the use of bicycles as an alternate mode of transportation and encourages its use by 
providing a plan to guide the development of an interconnected network of countywide bicycle 
corridors. The proposed project does not contain elements of the County's alternative 
transportation plan, such as existing or proposed bikeway corridor routes, on its site. No existing or 
planned alternative transportation facilities would be removed or prevented from being constructed 
or operated by construction and operation of the proposed project. The proposed project would be 
consistent with the County's goals and policies to improve the efficiency of the transportation 
system, and to reduce transportation energy consumption and transportation-related degradation of 
the environment.  
 
The proposed project site is located in proximity to eight bus lines operated by the City of Santa 
Clarita Transit. It is anticipated that the existing transit service in the proposed project area would 
be able to accommodate the proposed project–generated transit trips.  
 
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in an adverse impact related to adopted policies, 
plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation. 
 
3.4.4 Mitigation Measures 
 
Implementation of the proposed project would not result in significant impacts to traffic and 
transportation. However, mitigation measures 1 to 4 below would be applicable to the project to 
ensure the safety of pedestrians, motorists, and fire station personnel.  
 
Measure Traffic-1  
 
The County of Los Angeles Fire Department shall comply with the County of Los Angeles Fire 
Department Vehicle Operations, Emergency Vehicle Response Policies to minimize any traffic and 
pedestrian hazards. 
 
Measure Traffic-2  
 
All authorized emergency vehicles shall be operated at all times in accordance with the “Basic 
Speed Law” as defined by California Vehicle Code (CVC22350). 
 
The Basic Speed Law CVC22350 states that “No person shall drive a vehicle upon a highway (road) 
at a speed greater than is reasonable or prudent having due regard for weather, visibility, the traffic 
on, and the surface and width of, the highway, and in no event at a speed which endangers the 
safety of persons or property.” 
 
Measure Traffic-3  
 
Drivers of emergency vehicles shall visually account for all traffic before entering intersections, 
even with a green light or right-of-way. 
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Measure Traffic-4  
 
While entering an intersection with yielding cross traffic, emergency vehicle operators shall 
consider every open lane (right or left turn lane, open space by the curb) a potential hazard. All 
emergency vehicles shall approach slowly and not proceed until safe. 
 
3.4.5 Level of Significance after Mitigation 
 
Implementation of the proposed project would not result in significant impacts to transportation 
and traffic that would need to be reduced to below the level of significance. Operation of 
emergency vehicles serving the area surrounding the proposed fire station will not be expected to 
significantly conflict with pedestrian and property safety with adherence to the outlined mitigation 
measures, specifically the Basic Speed Law outlined in the California Vehicle Code.  
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 SECTION 4.0 
 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

 
This section of the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (EIR) describes alternatives to the 
County of Los Angeles Fire Station 108 (proposed project). Alternatives have been analyzed 
consistent with the recommendations of Section 15126.6 of the State of California Environmental 
Quality Act Guidelines (State CEQA Guidelines), which require evaluation of a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain 
most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant effects of the proposed project, and evaluation of the comparative merits of the 
alternatives. The discussion of alternatives is intended to focus on the following criteria: 
 

• Alternatives to the project or its location that may be capable of avoiding or 
substantially reducing any significant effects that a project may have on the 
environment 

 
• Alternatives capable of accomplishing most of the basic objectives of the project 

and potentially avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects 
 

• The provision of sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful 
evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project 

 
• The no project analysis of what would be reasonably expected to occur in the 

foreseeable future if the project were not approved 
 
Pursuant to Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines, if the environmentally superior 
alternative is the No Project Alternative, the Supplemental EIR shall also identify an 
environmentally superior alternative among the feasible action alternatives. The analysis of 
alternatives should be limited to those that the County of Los Angeles (County) determines could 
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project. Section of 15364 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines defines feasibility as “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a 
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and 
technological factors.”  
 
Alternatives addressed in this Supplemental EIR were derived from work undertaken by the 
County, as well as from comments that were received in response to the Notice of Preparation of 
the Supplemental EIR and the comments provided by interested parties who attended the public 
scoping meeting. In order to determine the viability of each project alternative with regard to 
response times and noise impacts, 20 random potential call locations were identified within the 
County of Los Angeles Fire Department’s (Fire Protection District) 5-minute response time crawl 
maps area for each alternative using geographic information system (GIS) data (Table 4-1, Fire 
Station 108 Alternatives Analysis). These random points were used by the Fire Protection District 
to determine average call response times to each random call location. This method was used to 
determine call response times for the proposed project and the eight alternatives, including the No 
Project Alternative (Figure 4-1, Alternative Fire Station Locations; and Figure 4-2, Average 
Response Times). Each of the eight alternatives would result in significant impacts to noise as a 
result of fire engine sirens responding to emergency calls. Calculations on the number of 
residences impacted by noise generated as a result of emergency response sirens were also 
analyzed for each alternative. 
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TABLE 4-1 
FIRE STATION 108 ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 
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1 3.51 12.08 4.75 3.78 4.30 0.60 2.71 9.34 0.68 
2 3.49 9.28 4.72 3.76 2.36 3.55 2.68 9.32 2.28 
3 1.59 10.60 3.27 2.31 3.24 2.52 0.79 7.42 1.25 
4 4.71 7.96 3.95 3.83 3.00 5.10 3.90 8.82 3.82 
5 3.21 9.11 1.65 0.69 4.42 3.70 2.41 7.12 2.42 
6 1.82 10.65 3.35 3.71 6.65 5.93 3.23 5.53 4.65 
7 5.18 7.27 2.56 2.92 3.93 5.65 4.38 7.43 4.37 
8 4.51 8.41 2.52 2.12 5.61 5.00 3.71 7.39 3.72 
9 4.57 8.72 0.35 0.85 5.88 5.16 3.87 6.29 3.88 

10 5.93 6.36 2.78 3.14 6.53 6.71 5.42 7.65 5.44 
11 4.33 9.64 2.34 2.70 7.06 6.52 5.23 6.05 5.25 
12 8.19 6.15 4.97 5.32 8.36 8.90 7.61 8.48 7.62 
13 0.27 11.94 4.98 4.17 5.11 4.38 1.68 5.90 3.11 
14 3.01 10.74 4.43 4.78 7.85 7.12 4.43 4.43 5.85 
15 4.20 11.31 5.00 5.36 9.03 8.30 5.61 3.20 7.03 
16 6.03 12.13 6.83 7.19 10.86 10.14 7.44 0.19 8.86 
17 3.24 9.40 3.66 4.02 8.07 7.35 4.65 4.31 6.07 
18 6.13 11.09 6.94 7.30 10.97 10.24 7.55 2.14 8.97 
19 5.71 7.19 4.48 4.83 9.20 8.66 7.12 6.00 7.39 
20 7.39 8.64 7.19 7.54 11.91 11.37 8.81 4.21 10.09 

Average 
Response 
Time 
(minutes) 4.4 9.1 4.0 4.0 6.7 6.4 4.7 6.1 5.1 

 
Average 
Distance 
Traveled 
per 
Call 
(miles) 1.4 2.9 1.2 1.4 2.0 2.2 1.5 1.8 1.8 
Average 
Number 
of Homes 
Passed per 
Call 
(50-foot 
Buffer 183 401 165 177 487 296 192 279 211 

 SOURCE: County of Los Angeles Fire Protection District and Sapphos Environmental, Inc. 
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The resulting range of alternatives considered in this Supplemental EIR consists of: 
 
 1. No Project Alternative  
 2. Alternative A: Milestone Street and Incline Lane 
 3. Alternative B: Incline Lane and Superior Court  
 4. Alternative C: Singingwood Drive and Seco Canyon Road 
 5. Alternative D: Moondust Court and Garnet Canyon Drive 
 6. Alternative E: North Rock Canyon Drive and High Sierra Trail  
 7. Alternative F: Bud Court and Alaminos Drive 
 8. Alternative G: Garnet Canyon Drive  
  
The effectiveness of each of the alternatives to achieve the basic objectives of the proposed project 
has been evaluated in relation to the statement of objectives described in Section 2, Project 
Description of this Supplemental EIR. For the purposes of comparison, the response times for the 
proposed project were analyzed and are illustrated in Figure 4-3, Proposed Project Location 
Response Analysis. A summary of the ability of the alternatives under consideration to meet the 
objectives of the project is presented in Table 4-2, Summary of Alternatives’ Ability to Attain 
Project Objectives. Although the No Project Alternative is not capable of meeting most of the basic 
objectives of the proposed project, it has been analyzed, as required by the State CEQA 
Guidelines. 
 

TABLE 4-2 
SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES’ ABILITY 

TO ATTAIN PROJECT OBJECTIVES 
 

Alternatives Objective 
Proposed 
Project 

No 
Project 

A B C  D E F G 

1. Mission Statement 
and Vision 

Yes No No No No No No No No 

2. Core Values Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes 

3. Emergency 
Response 

Yes No Yes Yes No No Yes No No 

4. Implementation of 
Strategic Plan Goals 

Yes No Yes Yes No No Yes No No 

 
The feasibility of each alternative in relation to the parcels’ availability, size, land use designation, 
and zoning designation has been evaluated and discussed extensively in this section. A summary of 
the feasibility of the alternatives is presented in Table 4-3, Alternative Feasibility Analysis. 
Although the No Project Alternative is not capable of meeting most of the feasibility criteria, it has 
been analyzed, as required by the State CEQA Guidelines. 
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TABLE 4-3 

ALTERNATIVE FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS 
 
Proposed 
Project and 
Alternatives 

Availability Size 
(acres) 

General Plan1 
Designation* 

Zoning 
Designation2** 

Feasibility 

Proposed Project Owned by County of Los 
Angeles 

1.42  U1  RPD-5000-3.5U Yes 

No Project 
Alternative 
(FS 111) 

Owned by County of Los 
Angeles 

0.3 RS (City of 
Santa Clarita)3 

CC (City of Santa 
Clarita)4 

Yes 

Alternative A Available for purchase 
($2 million) 

4.89  U1 RPD-1-3.0U Yes 

Alternative B Unavailable for purchase 
(scheduled for park 
development) 

2.67  U1 and HM  RPD-5000-4U No 

Alternative C Unavailable (annexed to 
Consolidated Sewer 
Maintenance District of 
Santa Clarita mid-
construction for a sewer 
and drainage control 
system) 

10.33  W A-2-2 No 

Alternative D Unavailable (occupied by 
a newly constructed 
residential unit) 

66.28  HM RPD-5000-3.5U No 

Alternative E Unavailable (occupied by 
a residential unit) 

0.21  U1 RPD-5000-3.5U No 

Alternative F Unavailable (occupied by 
several existing 
residential units) 

0.24  RS (City of 
Santa Clarita)5 

RS (City of Santa 
Clarita)6 

No 

Alternative G Unavailable (owned by 
County of Los Angeles 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation and 
scheduled for public park 
development) 

3.36  O-P RPD-5000-3.5U No 

                                                 
1 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. 1992. General Plan: Land Use and Housing Element. Los 
Angeles, CA. Confirmed through Interactive GIS Maps (GIS NET). 9 November 2006. Available at: 
http://regionalgis.co.la.ca.us/imf/sites/GISNET_pub/jsp/launch.jsp. 
2 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. 26 September 2006. County of Los Angeles Zoning 
Ordinance. Los Angeles, CA. Confirmed through Interactive GIS Maps (GIS NET). 9 November 2006. Available at: 
http://regionalgis.co.la.ca.us/imf/sites/GISNET_pub/jsp/launch.jsp. 
3 City of Santa Clarita Planning Department. August 2006. Zoning Map. Santa Clarita, CA. Available at: http://www.santa-
clarita.com/cityhall/admin/technology/gis/maps_av_pics/zoning.pdf. 
4 City of Santa Clarita Planning Department. August 2006. Zoning Map. Santa Clarita, CA. Available at: http://www.santa-
clarita.com/cityhall/admin/technology/gis/maps_av_pics/zoning.pdf. 
5 City of Santa Clarita Planning Division. May 2005. City of Santa Clarita General Plan Land Use Policy Map. Santa 
Clarita, CA. Available at: http://www.santa-clarita.com/cityhall/admin/technology/gis. 
6 City of Santa Clarita Planning Department. August 2006. Zoning Map. Santa Clarita, CA. Available at: http://www.santa-
clarita.com/cityhall/admin/technology/gis/maps_av_pics/zoning.pdf. 
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*Land Use Policy Codes 
HM – Hillside Management 
O-P – Open Space Parks 
RS – Residential Suburban (City of Santa Clarita) 
U1 – Urban (1.1 to 3.3 du/ac) 
W – Floodway/floodplain 

**Zoning Codes 
A-2 – Heavy Agriculture 
RPD – Residential Planned Development - square feet - number of units 
RS – Residential Suburban (City of Santa Clarita) 

 
4.1 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 
 
4.1.1 Alternative Components 
 
The No Project Alternative consists of the continued use of County of Los Angeles Fire Station (FS) 
111, located at 26829 Seco Canyon Road as the primary responder to the service area. FS 111 is 
approximately 1.6 miles south of the service area via roadway and 1 mile south as the crow flies. 
FS 111 is located on site with the appropriate land use designation and zoning. The approximately 
0.3-acre site contains a fire station, garage, and parking area.  
 
4.1.2 Objectives and Feasibility 
 
As shown in Table 4-2, the No Project Alternative would be incapable of meeting all of the basic 
objectives identified by the County of Los Angeles: 
 

• Mission Statement and Vision: The No Project Alternative is inconsistent with the 
Fire Protection District’s mission statement and vision in that it is not capable of 
supporting prompt, skillful, and cost-effective fire protection and life safety services 
due to its location 1.6 miles south of the service area via roadway. 

 
• Core Values: The 0.3-acre site has insufficient area to accommodate the addition of 

the required project elements: fire station, garage, and parking.  
 
• Emergency Response: Response times for the service area from FS 111 average 

between 9 minutes and 6 seconds (Figure 4.1.2-1, No Project (Fire Station 111) 
Location Response Analysis; and Table 4.1.2-1, No Project Alternative Response 
Times). With the No Project Alternative, response times would remain over 5 
minutes, considered to be unacceptable and life-threatening response times by the 
County of Los Angeles Fire Department.  

 
• Implementation of Strategic Plan Goals: The excessive response times from FS 111 

would be further exacerbated in the future due to the continuing development in 
the northern portion of the Seco Canyon designated service area with response 
times in excess of 10 minutes.7 This would not be within the response times 
permitted to allow for adequate and efficient emergency response times consistent 
with the Fire Protection District standards. Continued use of FS 111 for this service 
area would be inconsistent with the County of Los Angeles Strategic Plan goal to 

                                                 
7 County of Los Angeles GIS Department. 16 August 2006. Response times for the County of Los Angeles Fire Station 
108. Los Angeles, CA. Revised response times by Sapphos Environmental Inc., Pasadena, CA, 18 August 2006. 
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provide the required level of fire and life safety services, in that it would provide an 
unacceptable level of service (response time in excess of 5 minutes) to existing and 
future development in the northwestern portion of the service area.  

 
Although the No Project Alternative is incapable of meeting all of the basic objectives of the 
project, FS 111 is owned by the County of Los Angeles and in use for fire protection and life safety 
services. 
 
4.1.3 Construction Scenario 
 
Under the No Project Alternative, FS 111 would continue to serve as the primary responder and 
there would be no construction. 
 
4.1.4 Comparative Impacts 
 
Air Quality 
 
The No Project Alternative avoids potential short-term construction-related significant impacts to air 
quality. The No Project Alternative would not require any grading or the use of construction 
equipment. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not require implementation of air quality 
mitigation measures required for the proposed project. However, response times to the service area 
for FS 111 would be over twice the response time from the proposed service area, thus resulting in 
approximately two times the levels of vehicular emissions, particularly PM10 (Table 4-2). Rather 
than avoiding the long-term operational impacts to air quality, the No Project Alternative would 
substantially increase emissions of criteria pollutants. 
 
Geology and Soils 
 
The No Project Alternative avoids potential impacts to geology and soils that could result from the 
implementation of the proposed project. Section 3.2, Geology and Soils, of this Supplemental EIR 
provides mitigation for short- and long-term construction and operation impacts that would occur 
as a result of the proposed project. Unlike the proposed project, this alternative would entail no 
grading (excavation and fill), modification of existing structures, or construction of new structures, 
and implementation of the mitigation measures specified for the proposed project would not be 
required.  
 
Noise 
 
Through continued reliance on FS 111, the No Project Alternative avoids short-term impacts to 
ambient noise conditions related to construction of FS 108. However, the number of residents 
exposed to excessive noise levels in the No Project Alternative is approximately 16 percent higher 
than that associated with the proposed project (Table 4-1). The substantially increased exposure 
levels to noise is related to the fact that response distances and times are 148 percent the distance 
from FS 111 as they would be from the proposed project site (Table 4-1). The No Project 
Alternative is incapable of avoiding the significant adverse impacts on ambient noise levels from 
operation of the proposed project and actually results in substantially more adverse impacts.  
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Traffic 
 
For the No Project Alternative, the average distance traveled per response call is 2.9 miles each 
way, over twice the distance required from the proposed project site (Table 4-1). The No Project 
Alternative contributes trips to twice as many road links and intersections due to the distances 
required to be traveled to reach the service area, in addition to the travel distance to the response 
location. The No Project Alternative increases the total distance traveled per trip by more than 100 
percent (2.9 miles each way) above the proposed project (1.4 miles each way).  
 
4.2 ALTERNATIVE A: MILESTONE STREET AND INCLINE LANE 
 
4.2.1 Alternative Components 
 
Alternative A would be located at Milestone Street near Incline Lane (Figure 4-1 and Figure 4.2.1-1, 
Alternative A Site Photographs). The approximately 4.89-acre site is located at the end of a cul-de-
sac on Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APN) 3244-148-068 and 3244-148-067. There is a road that 
continues, but it is blocked by a fence. This road continues for approximately 1,000 feet to a dead 
end. The site includes two lots divided by an open concrete storm drain running toward Copper 
Hill Drive to the south. This site is located on a graded pad just above Copper Hill Drive. 
Ingress/egress from this location is limited due to the cul-de-sac. The Alternative A property is 
designated as Urban (U1) in the County of Los Angeles General Plan and has a zoning designation 
of Residential Planned Development (RPD-1-3.OU). Development of the Alternative A site would 
be inconsistent with the land use designation and zoning.  
 
4.2.2 Objectives and Feasibility 
 
As shown in Table 4-2, Alternative A would be capable of meeting some of the objectives 
identified by the County of Los Angeles: 
 

• Mission Statement and Vision: Alternative A is partially consistent with the Fire 
Protection District’s mission statement and vision, in that it is capable of supporting 
prompt and skillful fire protection and life safety services. However, it is 
inconsistent with the requirement to provide cost-effective services in that it would 
require property acquisition. The property is owned by D.R. Horton Homes, a 
division of WPH Cooper Canyon, LLC. According to D.R. Horton, the site is 
available for purchase;8 however, the purchase price of the property would result in 
an increased cost of approximately 2 million dollars for construction of the fire 
station. This is inconsistent with the Fire Protection District’s mission statement to 
provide the public with cost-effective fire protection and life safety services. 

 
• Core Values: Alternative A is capable of meeting the Fire Protection District’s core 

values. At 4.9 acres, the Alternative A site is large enough to accommodate the 
required project elements: fire station, garage, and parking.  

 
• Emergency Response: Alternative A meets the Fire Protection District’s emergency 

response objectives with response times under 5 minutes to existing development 
within the service area. Based on emergency response time modeling for this 

                                                 
8 Horton, D.R., Division President, WPH Cooper, LLC. 11 September, 2006. Telephone conversation with Susan Zoske, 
Sapphos Environmental, Inc., Pasadena, CA.  



PHOTO 1
Alternative Site A facing east

PHOTO 2
Alternative Site A facing northeast

FIGURE 4.2.1-1
Alternative A Site Photographs
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alternative, the proposed fire station at the Alternative A site would result in an 
average response time of approximately 4 minutes and 0 seconds to existing 
development within the service area (Figure 4.2.2-1, Alternative A Location 
Response Analysis).9 This would be within the response times permitted to allow for 
adequate and efficient emergency response times consistent with the Fire Protection 
District standards.  

 
• Implementation of Strategic Plan Goals: Alternative A is consistent with the County 

of Los Angeles Strategic Plan goal to provide the required level of fire and life safety 
services to the service area, in that it would provide an acceptable level of service 
(response time under 5 minutes) to future development in the northwestern portion 
of the service area.  

 
Alternative A is available for purchase and could be developed as a fire station (Table 4-3). 
 
4.2.3  Construction Scenario 
 
The construction phase for Alternative A would be similar to the proposed project. Construction 
would involve site preparation, and would be undertaken in accordance with all federal, state, and 
County of Los Angeles building codes and regulations.10 It is currently anticipated that between 8 
and 25 construction workers would be on site at any one time during the approximately 12-month 
construction period. Site ingress and egress locations for construction, delivery vehicles, haul 
routes, and emergency response and evacuation would be located primarily along Milestone 
Street.  
 
4.2.4 Comparative Impacts 
 
Air Quality 
 
As with the proposed project, Alternative A would create short-term impacts to air quality during 
the approximately 12-month construction phase of the project. As with the proposed project, the 
long-term, operational effects of Alternative A would be less than significant on a regional and local 
scale, and would not exceed the significant thresholds established by the Southern California Air 
Quality Management District (SCAQMD). Existing sensitive receptors in the area surrounding 
Alternative A are limited to single-family residences. There are no schools or hospitals in the 
vicinity. As with the proposed project, Alternative A would require implementation of mitigation 
measures Air-1 through Air-8 (as specified in Section 3.1.5 of this Supplemental EIR) to reduce 
construction impacts on air quality to below the level of significance. 
 
In Alternative A, the average distance traveled per response call is 1.2 miles each way, 
approximately 0.2 mile less than the proposed project (Table 4-1). As with the proposed project, 
the operational impacts on air quality would be less than significant. 
 

                                                 
9 County of Los Angeles GIS Department. 16 August 2006. Response times for the County of Los Angeles Fire Station 
108. Los Angeles, CA. Revised response times by Sapphos Environmental Inc., Pasadena, CA, 18 August 2006. 
10 County of Los Angeles. 1978. Ordinance 11778, Section 2 [Article 5, Section 501(c)]. Available at: 
http://ordlink.com/codes/lacounty/index.htm. 
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Geology and Soils 
 
As with the proposed project, Alternative A would not be expected to result in significant impacts 
to people or property from geological conditions related to liquefaction, landslides, soil erosion, 
slope stability, or expansive soils. The underlying geologic formations at the Alternative A site are 
comparable to the proposed project site. Although a site-specific geotechnical investigation has not 
been conducted for Alternative A, it is known that the Alternative A site is located over the bedrock 
formation of the Saugus Formation.11 Tentative Tract Map 46908 of the Seco Canyon Development 
IV Project grading plan shows that significant grading and fill has occurred and it is likely that 
much of the site’s surficial layer is primarily composed of engineered fill much like the proposed 
project site.  
 
As with the proposed project, conformance with the standard building techniques and current 
engineering practices, the site’s geologic bedrock and introduced engineered fill would provide 
sufficient compaction and drainage to support the proposed fire station facilities, and would 
require the same or similar geotechnical recommendations as the proposed project.  
 
As with the proposed project, Alternative A, which is located within Seismic Zone 4, would require 
compliance with the California Building Standards Code and the current Uniform Building Code 
(UBC).  
 
Although exact distances vary slightly, Alternative A is essentially the same distance to major and 
minor faults. As with the proposed project, Alternative A would be located on or near liquefaction 
and landslide zones identified by California geological hazard maps previous to the 
implementation of the tentative tract map development. Alternative A is not identified in or near an 
earthquake fault as delineated on the most recent Los Angeles quadrangle of the Alquist-Priolo 
Fault Zone (APEFZ) map,12 indicating the absence of known active or potentially active faults 
within the proposed project area and the associated risk of surface rupture. The significant faults in 
the proposed project area are the San Gabriel [5.9 kilometers (3.7 miles) southwest], Sierra Madre-
San Fernando [13.4 kilometers (8.3 mile) southwest], and the San Andreas [24 kilometers (14.9 
miles) east-northeast].13,14 Therefore, there would be no expected impacts related to surface fault 
rupture. 
 
Geotechnical reports for the proposed site provided recommendations necessary to avoid 
significant impacts related to seismic ground shaking and the possibility of expansive soils. Based 
on estimated strength of materials and slope category of the Saugus Formation bedrock on which 
the area is underlain, as well as the sufficiently dense and compact fill, the seismically induced 
landslide and liquefaction potentials of the Alternative A site are classified very low. 
 

                                                 
11 Dibblee, T.W. 1996. Geologic Map of the Newhall Quadrangle, Los Angeles County, California, Map No. DF-56. 
Scale = 1:24,000. Reston, VA. 
12 California Department of Conservation, California Geological Survey. 1 January 1977. Los Angeles Quadrangle 
Earthquake Fault Zones. Scale 1:24,000. Los Angeles, CA. 
13 Jennings, C.W. 1994. Fault activity map of California and adjacent areas with locations and ages of recent volcanic 
eruptions. California Geologic Data Map Series. Map No. 6. Scale = 1:750,000. Sacramento, CA: California Geological 
Survey. 
14 Blake, Thomas F. 2000. EQFAULT and EQSEARCH Computer Programs for Earthquake Assessments. Sacramento, CA. 
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As with the proposed project, impacts related to geology and soils from Alternative A would be 
avoided through the incorporation of the geotechnical recommendations and adherence to all 
standard building practices. 
 
Noise 
 
Ambient noise levels at the Alternative A site are dominated by local traffic along Milestone Street, 
Incline Lane, and Copper Hill Drive to the south. Similar to the proposed project site, the area 
surrounding Alternative A is developed with single-family residential dwelling units. Sensitive 
receptors include single-family residences located adjacent to the proposed Alternative A site along 
Milestone Street.  
 
As with the proposed project, the Alternative A site is neither located near a private airstrip nor 
located within an airport land use plan. Bob Hope Airport, which serves the Alternative A site and 
surrounding community, is located approximately 23 miles southeast of the site in the City of 
Burbank, California.  
 
As with the proposed project, Alternative A would result in increased noise levels during the 
construction phase that would affect residents in the neighborhood. Construction activities would 
intermittently generate high noise levels on, and adjacent to the construction site. Construction 
activities include grading and earthmoving activities, hauling materials, and building structures. 
Construction activity would fluctuate depending on the particular type, number, and duration of 
uses of types of equipment. Construction-related materials haul trips would raise the ambient noise 
levels along haul routes. During the construction phase, ambient noise levels could vary between 
75 dBA to 85 dBA within a distance of 50 feet from the site, exceeding the County of Los Angeles 
Noise Standards. As with the proposed project, Alternative A would require the implementation of 
mitigation measures Noise-1 and Noise-2 to reduce construction impacts on ambient noise levels 
to below the level of significance.  
 
Noise impacts associated with traffic are not expected to be significant. Traffic volumes are not 
expected to change since the neighborhoods are built out and the only traffic serves local 
residents.15 
 
As with the proposed project, the operational phase of Alternative A would result in significant 
noise levels from fire truck sirens leaving the fire station responding to emergency calls. The 
existing evening and early morning ambient noise levels range between 43 dBA to 49 dBA. At a 
distance of approximately 50 feet, fire trucks leaving the fire station with sirens on, traveling in 
either direction would result in an outdoor noise level of approximately 109 dBA. This translates 
into an indoor noise level of approximately 76 dBA during late night and early morning hours.16 
Emergency response time modeling determined that, on an average call, 165 residences would be 
affected by temporary, significant elevated noise levels.17 The use of sirens as warning devices is 
necessary to protect the public; however, those operating the fire response vehicles do not 
routinely use the warning sirens except when considered necessary. Generally, fire response 
personnel would not activate the sirens on the fire protection vehicles when pulling out of the fire 

                                                 
15 Barton-Aschman Associates, Inc. October 2002. Traffic Impact Study for Tracts 46908, 46564, 35783, 46183. 
Pasadena, CA. 
16 Davy & Associates, Inc. 23 June 2006. Acoustical Analysis Fire Station 108, Santa Clarita, CA. Redondo Beach, CA. 
17 County of Los Angeles GIS Department. 16 August 2006. Response times for the County of Los Angeles Fire Station 
108. Los Angeles, CA. Revised response times by Sapphos Environmental Inc., Pasadena, CA, 18 August 2006. 
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station; warning sirens would be activated when the vehicle is at a major intersection away from 
residential areas. As with the proposed project, Alternative A would require the implementation of 
mitigation measures Noise-3 and Noise-4 to reduce impacts to the maximum extent practicable; 
however, impacts would not be reduced to below the level of significance. As with the proposed 
project, operation of Alternative A would result in significant unavoidable impacts to ambient noise 
levels within the service area. 
 
Traffic 
 
As with the proposed project, regional access to the Alternative A site is provided via Interstate 5 (I-
5; Golden State Freeway) and California State Route 14 (Route 14; Antelope Valley Freeway).  
 
Roadways used to access the Alternative A site include residential streets, such as Hidden Hills 
Drive to the west. Other significant regional surface street facilities that serve as collectors or 
indirect access to the site include Copper Hill Drive to the south, Haskell Canyon Road, San 
Francisquito Canyon Road, and Bouquet Canyon Road (Figure 3.4.2-1, Regional Roadway System).  
 
A speed/traffic survey was conducted at the proposed project site, which measured average speeds 
of vehicular traffic at 29 miles per hour (mph) along North Rock Canyon Drive and 34 mph south 
of the proposed project site along Haskell Canyon Road. Although the speed/traffic survey was not 
collected at the Alternative A site, based on the survey results, it has been determined that average 
speeds of vehicular traffic at the Alternative A site would be comparable to those at the proposed 
project site.  
 
As with the proposed project, all authorized emergency vehicles in Alternative A would be 
required to adhere to the laws, regulations, and speed restrictions outlined in the County of Los 
Angeles Fire Department (Vehicle Operations) Emergency Vehicle Response Policy: 18  
 

All emergency vehicles shall be operated at all times in accordance with the ‘Basic 
Speed Law’ as defined by CVC22350. The Basic Speed Law VC 22350 states that 
‘No person shall drive a vehicle upon a highway (road) at a speed greater than is 
reasonable or prudent having due regard for weather, visibility, the traffic on, and 
the surface and width of, the highway, and in no event at a speed which endangers 
the safety of persons or property.’ 
  

As with the proposed project, fire apparatus or other emergency vehicles in Alternative A would be 
required to be operated at or below the posted speed limits.  
 
As with the proposed project, although there would be no anticipated significant impacts to traffic 
and circulation, the implementation of mitigation measures Traffic-1 through Traffic-4 would be 
required to avoid conflicts between emergency response vehicles and pedestrians, motorists, and 
Fire Protection District personnel to the maximum extent practicable.  
 
As with the proposed project, Alternative A would have the added benefit of reducing the average 
distance traveled per response call by more than 50 percent, thus reducing and minimizing the 
potential for conflicts between emergency response vehicles and pedestrians, motorists, and Fire 
Protection District personnel to the maximum extent practicable (Table 4-1).  

                                                 
18 County of Los Angeles Fire Department Vehicle Operations. 15 November 2005. Emergency Vehicle Response Policy. 
Los Angeles, CA. 
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4.3 ALTERNATIVE B: INCLINE LANE AND SUPERIOR COURT  
 
4.3.1 Alternative Components 
 
Alternative B would be located on Incline Lane near Superior Court. The property is owned by 
Davidon Homes (Figure 4-1 and Figure 4.3.1-1, Alternative B Site Photographs). During a public 
hearing held on January 26, 2005, the County of Los Angeles Regional Planning Commission 
denied Davidon Homes the right to develop six single-family homes on the 2.67-acre site on APN 
3244-171-023. The Commission voted to keep the tract as Open Space (OS) and is scheduled for 
future development as a public park. The Alternative B property is designated as Urban (U1) and 
Hillside Management (HM) with a Residential Planned Development-5,000 square feet-4 units 
(RPD-5000-4U) zoning designation. The proposed use of the site as a fire station is inconsistent 
with the existing land use designation and zoning and would require a General Plan amendment. 
Therefore, Alternative B is protected County parkland that is unavailable for purchase or 
development as a fire station. 
 
4.3.2 Objectives and Feasibility 
 
As shown in Table 4-2, Alternative B would be capable of meeting some of the objectives 
identified by the County of Los Angeles: 
 

• Mission Statement and Vision: The Alternative B site is not available for 
development because it is protected County parkland and is scheduled for future 
development as a public park. Therefore, Alternative B does not meet the Fire 
Protection District’s mission statement and vision to provide prompt, skillful, and 
cost-effective fire protection and life safety services.  

 
• Core Values: Alternative B, if available, would be capable of meeting the Fire 

Protection District’s core values. The anticipated need for this service area is a 
parcel of approximately 1.5 acres capable of accommodating a fire station of 
approximately 3,500 square feet, a garage of approximately 1,250 square feet, and 
nine parking spaces. The Alternative B site with approximately 2.67 acres is large 
enough to accommodate the required project elements: fire station, garage, and 
parking.  

 
• Emergency Response: Alternative B meets the Fire Protection District’s emergency 

response objectives with response times under five minutes to existing development 
within the service area (Figure 4.3.2-1, Alternative B Location Response Analysis). 
Based on emergency response time modeling for this alternative, the proposed fire 
station at the Alternative B site would result in an average response time of 
approximately 4 minutes and 0 seconds to existing development within the service 
area (Figure 4.3.2-1).19 This would be within the response times permitted to allow 
for adequate safe and quick emergency response times consistent with the Fire 
Protection District standards.  

 

                                                 
19 County of Los Angeles GIS Department. 16 August 2006. Response times for the County of Los Angeles Fire Station 
108. Los Angeles, CA. Revised response times by Sapphos Environmental Inc., Pasadena, CA, 18 August 2006. 
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Alternative B facing east

PHOTO 2
Alternative B facing northeast

FIGURE 4.3.1-1
Alternative B Site Photographs



RC 9
RC 8

RC 7

RC 6

RC 5
RC 4

RC 3RC 2

RC 1

RC 20

RC 19

RC 18

RC 17

RC 16

RC 15RC 14

RC 13

RC 12

RC 11

RC 10

SOURCE: Los Angeles County Fire Protection
District, SEI, Thomas Brothers

Alternative B Location Response Analysis
FIGURE 4.3.2-1

0 3,000 6,0001,500

Feet
1 inch equals 3,000 feet

Proposed Project location

Alternative B location

Alternative B Random Call Location Response Times

 0.00 to 5.00 minutes

 5.01 to 8.00 minutes

Alternative B response routes

Proposed Project Alternative route

Other roads

Unincorporated Los Angeles County

City of Santa Clarita

Angeles National Forest

Service Area Boundary



County of Los Angeles Fire Station 108 Draft Supplemental Environment Impact Report 
December 7, 2006 Sapphos Environmental, Inc. 
S:\1204-011\Supplemental EIR\Section 04 Alternatives.doc Page 4-13 

• Implementation of Strategic Plan Goals: Alternative B is consistent with the County 
of Los Angeles Strategic Plan goal to provide the required level of fire and life safety 
services to constituents in the Santa Clarita area and adjoining communities in that 
it would provide an acceptable level of service (response time under 5 minutes) to 
future development in the northern and eastern portions of the service area.  

 
Alternative B is not feasible because it is protected County parkland that is unavailable for purchase 
or development as a fire station. The County of Los Angeles Regional Planning Commission voted 
to keep the tract as Open Space with the potential for future development as a public park. 
 
4.3.3 Construction Scenario 
 
The construction phase for Alternative B would be similar to the proposed project. Construction 
would involve site preparation, and would be undertaken in accordance with all federal, state, and 
County of Los Angeles building codes and regulations.20 It is currently anticipated that between 8 
and 25 construction workers would be on site at any one time during the approximately 12-month 
construction period. Site ingress and egress locations for construction, delivery vehicles, haul 
routes, and emergency response and evacuation would take place along Incline Lane.  
 
4.3.4 Comparative Impacts 
 
Air Quality 
 
As with the proposed project, Alternative B would create short-term impacts to air quality during 
the approximately 12-month construction phase of the project. As with the proposed project, the 
long-term, operational effects of Alternative B would be less than significant on a regional and local 
scale, and would not exceed the significant thresholds established by the SCAQMD. Existing 
sensitive receptors in the immediate area of Alternative B are limited to single-family residences. 
There are no sensitive receptors such as schools or hospitals within the vicinity. As with the 
proposed project, Alternative B would require implementation of mitigation measures Air-1 
through Air-8 (as specified in Section 3.1.5 of this Supplemental EIR) to reduce construction 
impacts to below the significance. Alternative B is not capable of avoiding the construction impacts 
on air quality that are in the proposed project. The average distance traveled per response call in 
Alternative B is 1.4 miles to and from the site, which is similar to the proposed project. 
 
Geology and Soils 
 
As with the proposed project, Alternative B would not be expected to result in significant 
environmental impacts to geological conditions related to liquefaction, landslides, soil erosion, 
slope stability, or expansive soils. The underlying geologic formations at the Alternative B site are 
comparable to the proposed project site. Although a site-specific geotechnical investigation has not 
been conducted for Alternative B, it is known that the Alternative B site is located over the bedrock 
formation of the Saugus Formation.21 Tentative Tract Map 46908 of the Seco Canyon Development 
IV Project grading plan shows that significant grading and fill has occurred and it is likely that 

                                                 
20 County of Los Angeles. 1978. Ordinance 11778, Section 2 [Article 5, Section 501(c)]. Available at: 
http://ordlink.com/codes/lacounty/index.htm. 
21 Dibblee, T.W. 1996. Geologic Map of the Newhall Quadrangle, Los Angeles County, California, Map No. DF-56. 
Scale = 1:24,000. Reston, VA. 
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much of the site’s surficial layer is primarily composed of engineered fill much like the proposed 
project site.  
 
As with the proposed project, in conformance with the standard building techniques and current 
engineering practices, the site’s geologic bedrock and introduced engineered fill would provide 
sufficient compaction and drainage to support the proposed fire station facilities, and would 
require the same or similar geotechnical recommendations as the proposed project.  
 
As with the proposed project, Alternative B, which is located within Seismic Zone 4, would require 
compliance with the California Building Standards Code and the current UBC.  
 
Although exact distances vary slightly, Alternative B is essentially the same distance to major and 
minor faults. Like the proposed project, Alternative B is located on or near liquefaction and 
landslides zones identified by California geological hazard maps previous to the implementation of 
the tentative tract map development. Alternative B is not identified in or near an earthquake fault as 
delineated on the most recent Los Angeles quadrangle of the APEFZ map,22 indicating the absence 
of known active or potentially active faults within the proposed project area and the associated risk 
of surface rupture. The significant faults in the proposed project area are the San Gabriel [5.9 
kilometers (3.7 miles) southwest], Sierra Madre-San Fernando [13.4 kilometers (8.3 mile) 
southwest], and the San Andreas [24 kilometers (14.9 miles) east-northeast].23,24 Therefore, there 
would be no expected impacts related to surface fault rupture. 
 
Geotechnical reports for the proposed project site provided recommendations necessary to avoid 
significant impacts related to seismic ground shaking and the possibility of expansive soils. Based 
on estimated strength of materials and slope category of the Saugus Formation bedrock on which 
the area is underlain as well as the sufficiently dense and compact fill, the seismically induced 
landslide and liquefaction potentials of the Alternative B site are classified very low. 
 
As with the proposed project, impacts related to geology and soils from Alternative B would be 
avoided through the incorporation of the geotechnical recommendations and adherence to all 
standard building practices.  
 
Noise 
 
Ambient noise levels at Alternative B are dominated by local traffic along Incline Lane. As with the 
proposed project site, the area around the Alternative B is developed with single-family residential 
dwelling units. There are existing sensitive receptors located in the immediate area of the site along 
Incline Lane, which provides access to and from the proposed site.  
 
As with the proposed project, the Alternative B site is neither located near a private airstrip nor 
located within an airport land use plan. Bob Hope Airport, which serves the proposed site and 
surrounding community, is located approximately 23 miles southeast of the proposed site in the 
City of Burbank, California.  

                                                 
22 California Department of Conservation, California Geological Survey. 1 January 1977. Los Angeles Quadrangle 
Earthquake Fault Zones. Scale 1:24,000. Los Angeles, CA. 
23 Jennings, C.W. 1994. Fault activity map of California and adjacent areas with locations and ages of recent volcanic 
eruptions. California Geologic Data Map Series. Map No. 6. Scale = 1:750,000. Sacramento, CA: California Geological 
Survey. 
24 Blake, Thomas F., 2000, EQFAULT and EQSEARCH Computer Programs for Earthquake Assessments. Sacramento, CA. 
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As with the proposed project, Alternative B would result in an increase in noise levels during the 
construction phase, which could affect residents in the neighborhood. Construction activities 
would intermittently generate high noise levels on, and adjacent to the construction site. 
Construction activities include grading and earthmoving activities, hauling materials, and building 
structures. Construction activity would fluctuate depending on the particular type, number, and 
duration of uses of types of equipment. Construction-related materials haul trips would raise the 
ambient noise levels along haul routes. During the construction phase, ambient noise levels could 
vary between 75 dBA to 85 dBA within a distance of 50 feet from the proposed site, exceeding the 
County of Los Angeles Noise Standards. As with the proposed project, Alternative B would require 
the implementation of mitigation measures Noise-1 and Noise-2 to reduce construction impacts on 
ambient noise levels to below the level of significance.  
 
As with the proposed project, the operational phase of Alternative B would result in significant 
noise levels from fire engine sirens leaving the fire station responding to emergency calls. The 
existing evening and early morning ambient noise levels range between 43 dBA to 49 dBA. At a 
distance of approximately 50 feet, fire trucks leaving the fire station with sirens on, traveling in 
either direction would result in an outdoor noise level of approximately 109 dBA. This translates 
into an indoor noise level of approximately 76 dBA during late night and early morning hours.25 
Emergency response time modeling determined that, on an average call, 177 residences would be 
affected by temporary, significant elevated noise levels.26 The use of sirens as warning devices is 
necessary to protect the public; however, those operating the fire response vehicles do not 
routinely use the warning sirens except when considered necessary. Generally, fire response 
personnel would not activate the sirens on the fire protection vehicles when pulling out of the fire 
station; warning sirens would be activated when the vehicle is at a major intersection away from 
residential areas. As with the proposed project, Alternative B would require the implementation of 
mitigation measures Noise-3 and Noise-4 to reduce impacts to the maximum extent practicable; 
however, impacts would not be reduced to below the level of significance. As with the proposed 
project, operation of Alternative B would result in significant unavoidable impacts to ambient noise 
levels within the service area.  
 
Traffic 
 
As with the proposed project, regional access to the Alternative B site is provided via I-5 and Route 
14.  
 
Roadways used to access the Alternative B site include residential streets, such as Hidden Hills 
Drive to the west. Other significant regional surface street facilities that serve as collectors or 
indirect access to the proposed site include Copper Hill Drive to the south, San Francisquito 
Canyon Road to the west, and Bouquet Canyon Road to the east (Figure 3.4.2-1).  
 
A speed/traffic survey was conducted at the proposed project site, which measured average speeds 
of vehicular traffic at 29 mph along North Rock Canyon Drive and 34 mph south of the proposed 
project site along Haskell Canyon Road. Although the speed/traffic survey was not collected at the 
Alternative B site, based on the survey results, it has been determined that average speeds of 
vehicular traffic at the Alternative B site would be comparable to those at the proposed project site.  

                                                 
25 Davy & Associates, Inc. 23 June 2006. Acoustical Analysis Fire Station 108, Santa Clarita, CA. Redondo Beach, CA. 
26 County of Los Angeles GIS Department. 16 August 2006. Response Times for the County of Los Angeles Fire Station 
108. Los Angeles, CA. Revised response times by Sapphos Environmental Inc., Pasadena, CA, 18 August 2006. 
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As with the proposed project, all authorized emergency vehicles in Alternative B would be 
required to adhere to the laws, regulations, and speed restrictions outlined in the County of Los 
Angeles Fire Department (Vehicle Operations) Emergency Vehicle Response Policy: 27  
 

All emergency vehicles shall be operated at all times in accordance with the ‘Basic 
Speed Law’ as defined by CVC22350. The Basic Speed Law VC 22350 states that 
‘No person shall drive a vehicle upon a highway (road) at a speed greater than is 
reasonable or prudent having due regard for weather, visibility, the traffic on, and 
the surface and width of, the highway, and in no event at a speed which endangers 
the safety of persons or property.’ 

 
The average number of houses passed per response call in Alternative B is 177, (Table 4-1) which 
is 6 less than the proposed project. 

  
As with the proposed project, fire apparatus or other emergency vehicles in Alternative B would be 
required to be operated at or below the posted speed limits.  
 
As with the proposed project, although there would be no anticipated significant impacts to traffic 
and circulation, the implementation of mitigation measures Traffic-1 through Traffic-4 would be 
required to avoid conflicts between emergency response vehicles and pedestrians, motorists, and 
Fire Protection District personnel to the maximum extent practicable. 
 
4.4 ALTERNATIVE C: SINGINGWOOD DRIVE AND SECO CANYON ROAD 
 
4.4.1 Alternative Components 
 
Alternative C is located on a cul-de-sac on Singingwood Drive, which merges with Seco Canyon 
Road (Figure 4-1 and Figure 4.4.1-1, Alternative C Site Photographs). The approximately 10.33-
acre site is a floodplain and drainage area on APN 3244-031-016. The County of Los Angeles 
annexed the site to the Consolidated Sewer Maintenance District of Santa Clarita for the installation 
of a sewer and flood drainage system. The site is currently in the beginning stages of constructing 
the drainage systems. The Alternative C property is designated as Floodway/floodplain (W) with a 
Heavy Agriculture (A-2-2) zoning designation. The proposed use of the site as a fire station is 
inconsistent with the existing land use designation and zoning and would require a General Plan 
amendment. Therefore, this site is not feasible for construction of the proposed fire station. 
 
Although Alternative C is not capable of meeting the basic objectives of the proposed project, it 
has been carried forward for detailed analysis as required by the State CEQA Guidelines. 
 
4.4.2 Objectives and Feasibility 
 
As shown in Table 4-2, Alternative C would not be capable of meeting any of the objectives 
identified by the County of Los Angeles: 
 

• Mission Statement and Vision: The Alternative C site is not available for 
development because the County of Los Angeles annexed the site to the 

                                                 
27 County of Los Angeles Fire Department Vehicle Operations. 15 November 2005. Emergency Vehicle Response Policy. 
Los Angeles, CA. 
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Alternative C facing northwest

PHOTO 2
Alternative C facing northwest

FIGURE 4.4.1-1
Alternative C Site Photographs
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Consolidated Sewer Maintenance District of Santa Clarita for the installation of a 
sewer and flood drainage system. Therefore, it does not meet the Fire Protection 
District’s mission statement and vision to provide prompt, skillful, and cost-effective 
fire protection and life safety services.  

 
• Core Values: Alternative C, if available, would be capable of meeting the Fire 

Protection District’s core values. This anticipated need for this service area is a 
parcel of approximately 1.5 acres capable of accommodating a fire station of 
approximately 3,500 square feet, a garage of approximately 1,250 square feet, and 
nine parking spaces. The Alternative C site with approximately 10.33 acres is large 
enough to accommodate the required project elements: fire station, garage, and 
parking.  

 
• Emergency Response: Alternative C does not meet the Fire Protection District’s 

emergency response objectives with response times under 5 minutes to existing 
development within the service area (Figure 4.4.2-1, Alternative C Location 
Response Analysis). Based on emergency response time modeling for this 
alternative, the proposed fire station at the Alternative C site would result in an 
average response time of approximately 6 minutes and 42 seconds to existing 
development within the service area (Figure 4.4.2-1).28 This would not be within the 
response times permitted to allow for adequate safe and quick emergency response 
times consistent with the Fire Protection District standards.  

 
• Implementation of Strategic Plan Goals: Alternative C is inconsistent with the 

County of Los Angeles Strategic Plan goal to provide the required level of fire and 
life safety and services to constituents in the Santa Clarita area and adjoining 
communities in that it would provide an unacceptable level of service (response 
time in excess of 5 minutes) to future development in the southern and eastern 
portions of the service area.  

 
Alternative C is not feasible because the County of Los Angeles annexed the site to the 
Consolidated Sewer Maintenance District of Santa Clarita for the installation of a sewer and flood 
drainage system. The site is currently in the beginning stages of constructing the drainage systems 
and is not available for development as a fire station.  
 
4.4.3 Construction Scenario  
 
The construction phase for Alternative C would be similar to the proposed project. Construction 
would involve site preparation, and would be undertaken in accordance with all federal, state, and 
County of Los Angeles building codes and regulations.29 It is anticipated that between 8 and 25 
construction workers would be on site at any one time during the approximately 12-month 
construction period. Site ingress and egress locations for construction, delivery vehicles, haul 
routes, and emergency response and evacuation would be located primarily along Singingwood 
Drive and Seco Canyon Road. 
 

                                                 
28 County of Los Angeles GIS Department. 16 August 2006. Response times for the County of Los Angeles Fire Station 
108. Los Angeles, CA. Revised response times by Sapphos Environmental Inc., Pasadena, CA, 18 August 2006. 
29 County of Los Angeles. 1978. Ordinance 11778, Section 2 [Article 5, Section 501(c)]. Available at: 
http://ordlink.com/codes/lacounty/index.htm. 
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4.4.4 Comparative Impacts 
 
Air Quality 
 
As with the proposed project, Alternative C would create short-term impacts to air quality during 
the approximately 12-month construction phase of the project. As with the proposed project, the 
long-term, operational effects of Alternative C would be less than significant on a regional and local 
scale, and would not exceed the significant thresholds established by the SCAQMD. Existing 
sensitive receptors in the immediate area of Alternative C are limited to single-family residences. 
There are no sensitive receptors such as schools or hospitals within the vicinity. As with the 
proposed project, Alternative C would require implementation of mitigation measures Air-1 
through Air-8 (as specified in Section 3.1.5 of this Supplemental EIR) to reduce construction 
impacts to below the significance. Alternative C is not capable of avoiding the construction impacts 
on air quality that are in the proposed project. The average distance traveled per response call in 
Alternative C is 2.0 miles to and from the site, which is 0.6 mile longer than the proposed project. 
 
Geology and Soils 
 
As with the proposed project, Alternative C would not be expected to result in significant 
environmental impacts to geological conditions related to liquefaction, landslides, soil erosion, 
slope stability, or expansive soils. The underlying geologic formations at the Alternative C site are 
comparable to the proposed project site. Although a site-specific geotechnical investigation has not 
been conducted for Alternative C, it is known that the Alternative C site is located over the bedrock 
formation of the Saugus Formation.30 Tentative Tract Map 46908 of the Seco Canyon Development 
IV Project grading plan shows that significant grading and fill has occurred and it is likely that 
much of the site’s surficial layer is primarily composed of engineered fill much like the proposed 
project site.  
 
As with the proposed project, conformance with the standard building techniques and current 
engineering practices, the site’s geologic bedrock and introduced engineered fill would provide 
sufficient compaction and drainage to support the proposed fire station facilities, and would 
require the same or similar geotechnical recommendations as the proposed project.  
 
As with the proposed project, Alternative C, which is located within Seismic Zone 4, would require 
compliance with California Building Standards Code and the current UBC. 
 
Although exact distances vary slightly, Alternative C is essentially the same distance to major and 
minor faults. Like the proposed project, Alternative C is located on or near liquefaction and 
landslide zones identified by California geological hazard maps previous to the implementation of 
the tentative tract map development. Alternative C is not identified in or near an earthquake fault 
as delineated on the most recent Los Angeles quadrangle of the APEFZ map,31 indicating the 
absence of known active or potentially active faults within the proposed project area and the 
associated risk of surface rupture. The significant faults in the proposed project area are the San 
Gabriel [5.9 kilometers (3.7 miles) southwest], Sierra Madre-San Fernando [13.4 kilometers (8.3 

                                                 
30 Dibblee, T.W. 1996. Geologic Map of the Newhall Quadrangle, Los Angeles County, California, Map No. DF-56. 
Scale = 1:24,000. Reston, VA. 
31 California Department of Conservation, California Geological Survey. 1 January 1977. Los Angeles Quadrangle 
Earthquake Fault Zones. Scale 1:24,000. Los Angeles, CA. 
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mile) southwest], and the San Andreas [24 kilometers (14.9 miles) east-northeast].32,33 Therefore, 
there would be no expected impacts related to surface fault rupture. 
 
Geotechnical reports for the proposed site provided recommendations necessary to avoid 
significant impacts related to seismic ground shaking and the possibility of expansive soils. Based 
on estimated strength of materials and slope category of the Saugus Formation bedrock on which 
the area is underlain, as well as the sufficiently dense and compact fill, the seismically induced 
landslide and liquefaction potentials of the Alternative C site are classified very low. 
 
As with the proposed project, impacts related to geology and soils from Alternative C would be 
avoided through the incorporation of the geotechnical recommendations and adherence to all 
standard building practices.  
 
Noise 
 
Ambient noise levels at Alternative C are dominated by local traffic along Singingwood Drive. 
Similar to the proposed project site, the area around the Alternative C is developed with single-
family residences. There is a flood plain drainage system located to the north. There are existing 
sensitive receptors located in the immediate area of the site along Singingwood Drive and 
Discovery Ridge, which would provide access to and from the site. Sensitive receptors include 
single-family residences located to the north, south, east, and west.  
 
As with the proposed project, the Alternative C site is neither located near a private airstrip nor 
located within an airport land use plan. Bob Hope Airport, which serves the proposed site and 
surrounding community, is located approximately 23 miles southeast of the proposed site in the 
City of Burbank, California.  
 
As with the proposed project, Alternative C would result in an increase in noise levels during the 
construction phase that would affect residents in the neighborhood. Construction activities would 
intermittently generate high noise levels on, and adjacent to, the construction site. Construction 
activities associated with the proposed project include grading and earthmoving activities, hauling 
materials, and building structures. Construction activity would fluctuate depending on the 
particular type, number, and duration of uses of types of equipment. Construction-related materials 
haul trips would raise the ambient noise levels along haul routes. During the construction phase, 
ambient noise levels could vary between 75 dBA to 85 dBA within a distance of 50 feet from the 
site, exceeding the County of Los Angeles Noise Standards. As with the proposed project, 
Alternative C would require the implementation of mitigation measures Noise-1 and Noise-2 to 
reduce construction impacts on ambient noise levels to below the level of significance.  
 
As with the proposed project, the operational phase of Alternative C would result in significant, 
noise levels from fire engine truck sirens leaving the fire station in response to an emergency calls. 
The existing evening and early morning ambient noise levels range between 43 dBA to 49 dBA. At 
a distance of approximately 50 feet, fire trucks leaving the fire station with sirens on, traveling in 
either direction would result in an outdoor noise level of approximately 109 dBA. This translates 

                                                 
32 Jennings, C.W. 1994. Fault activity map of California and adjacent areas with locations and ages of recent volcanic 
eruptions. California Geologic Data Map Series. Map No. 6. Scale = 1:750,000. Sacramento, CA: California Geological 
Survey. 
33 Blake, Thomas F., 2000, EQFAULT and EQSEARCH Computer Programs for Earthquake Assessments. Sacramento, CA. 
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into an indoor noise level of approximately 76 dBA during late night and early morning hours.34 
Emergency response time modeling determined that, on an average call, 487 residences would be 
affected as a result of fire truck sirens responding to emergency-related calls from Alternative C.35 
The use of sirens as warning devices are necessary to protect the public; however, those operating 
the fire response vehicles do not routinely use the warning sirens except when considered 
necessary. Generally, fire response personnel would not activate the sirens on the fire protection 
vehicles when pulling out of the fire station; warning sirens would be activated when the vehicle is 
at a major intersection away from residential areas. As with the proposed project, Alternative C 
would require the implementation of mitigation measures Noise-3 and Noise-4 to reduce impacts 
to the maximum extent practicable; however, impacts would not be reduced to below the level of 
significance. As with the proposed project, operation of Alternative C would result in significant 
unavoidable impacts to ambient noise levels within the service area. 
 
Traffic 
 
As with the proposed project, regional access to the Alternative C site is provided via I-5 and Route 
14. 
 
Roadways used to access the Alternative C site include residential streets, such as Seco Canyon to 
the south. Other significant regional surface street facilities that serve as collectors or indirect 
access to the proposed site include Copper Hill Drive to the south, San Francisquito Canyon Road 
to the west, and Bouquet Canyon Road to the east (Figure 3.4.2-1).  
 
A speed/traffic survey was conducted at the proposed project site, which measured average speeds 
of vehicular traffic at 29 mph along North Rock Canyon Drive and 34 mph south of the proposed 
project site along Haskell Canyon Road. Although the speed/traffic survey was not collected at the 
Alternative C site, based on the survey results, it has been determined that average speeds of 
vehicular traffic at the Alternative C site would be comparable to those at the proposed project site.  
 
As with the proposed project, all authorized emergency vehicles in Alternative C would be 
required to adhere to the laws, regulations, and speed restrictions outlined in the County of Los 
Angeles Fire Department (Vehicle Operations) Emergency Vehicle Response Policy: 36  
 

All emergency vehicles shall be operated at all times in accordance with the ‘Basic 
Speed Law’ as defined by CVC22350. The Basic Speed Law VC 22350 states that 
‘No person shall drive a vehicle upon a highway (road) at a speed greater than is 
reasonable or prudent having due regard for weather, visibility, the traffic on, and 
the surface and width of, the highway, and in no event at a speed which endangers 
the safety of persons or property.’ 
  

In Alternative C, the average number of houses passed per response call is 487 (Table 4-1), which 
is 304 more than the proposed project.  
 

                                                 
34 Davy & Associates, Inc. 23 June 2006. Acoustical Analysis Fire Station 108, Santa Clarita, CA. Redondo Beach, CA. 
35 County of Los Angeles GIS Department. 16 August 2006. Response times for the County of Los Angeles Fire Station 
108. Los Angeles, CA. Revised response times by Sapphos Environmental Inc., Pasadena, CA, 18 August 2006. 
36 County of Los Angeles Fire Department Vehicle Operations. 15 November 2005. Emergency Vehicle Response Policy. 
Los Angeles, CA. 
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As with the proposed project, fire apparatus or other emergency vehicles in Alternative C would be 
required to be operated at or below the posted speed limits.  
 
As with the proposed project, although there would be no anticipated significant impacts to traffic 
and circulation, the implementation of mitigation measures Traffic-1 through Traffic-4 would be 
required to avoid conflicts between emergency response vehicles and pedestrians, motorists, and 
Fire Protection District personnel to the maximum extent practicable. 
 
4.5 ALTERNATIVE D: MOONDUST COURT AND GARNET CANYON DRIVE 
 
4.5.1 Alternative Components 
 
The Alternative D site is located on Moondust Court near Garnet Canyon Drive (Figure 4.5.1-1, 
Alternative D Site Photograph). The approximately 66.28-acre site is located on APN 324-4031-
058. The Alternative D site contains a newly constructed single-family residence and is also 
designated as a Hillside Management (HM) Open Space (OS) area in the tentative tract map.37 
Sensitive receptors in the area include single-family homes to the southeast and west, and open 
space to the north. This alternative is not available for construction of the proposed fire station due 
to the newly constructed single-family residence on the site. Although Alternative D does not meet 
many of the basic objectives of the proposed project, it has been carried forward for detailed 
analysis as required by the State CEQA Guidelines. The Alternative D property is designated as HM 
and is zoned as Residential Planned Development-5,000 square feet-4 units (RPD-5000-4U). 
 
4.5.2 Objectives and Feasibility 
 
As shown in Table 4-2, Alternative D would be capable of meeting some of the objectives 
identified by the County of Los Angeles: 
 

• Mission Statement and Vision: The Alternative D site is not available for 
development of a fire station, and therefore cannot be used to develop a fire station 
consistent with the Fire Protection District’s mission statement and vision to provide 
prompt, skillful and cost-effective fire protection and life safety services. 

 
Core Values: The Alternative D site is capable of meeting the Fire Protection 
District’s core values. The 66.28-acre site is large enough to accommodate the 
required elements of a fire station of approximately 3,500 square feet, a garage of 
approximately 1,250 square feet, and nine parking spaces 

 
• Emergency Response: Alternative D fails to meet the County of Los Angeles Fire 

Protection District’s emergency response times. Based on emergency response time 
modeling for Alternative D, the proposed fire station at the Alternative D site would 
result in an average response time of 6 minutes and 24 seconds to existing 
development within the service area (Figure 4.5.2-1, Alternative D Location 
Response Analysis).38 This would not be within the response times permitted to 

                                                 
37 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. September 1993. Final Environmental Impact Report for the 
Mountain View Projects with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. Prepared by Sikand Engineering, Sherman Oaks, CA. 
38 County of Los Angeles GIS Department. 16 August 2006. Response times for the County of Los Angeles Fire Station 
108. Los Angeles, CA. Revised response times by Sapphos Environmental Inc., Pasadena, CA, 18 August 2006. 
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Alternative D Site Photograph

PHOTO 1
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allow for adequate and efficient emergency response times consistent with the Fire 
Protection District standards. 

 
• Implementation of Strategic Plan Goals: Alternative D is not consistent with the 

County of Los Angeles Strategic Plan goal to provide the required level of fire and 
life safety services to the service area in that it currently fails to provide an 
acceptable level of service (response time in excess of 5 minutes) to existing 
development in the southeast portion of the service area and will fail to provide an 
acceptable level of service to future development in the northern portion of the 
service area. 

 
The Alternative D site is not feasible in that residential units have been constructed on the 
property. The County of Los Angeles cannot consider eminent domain when there are other 
feasible alternatives for the project. 

 
4.5.3 Construction Scenario 
 
The construction phase for Alternative D would be similar to the proposed project and in addition 
would require demolition of the existing structures. Construction would involve demolition and 
site preparation, and would be undertaken in accordance with all federal, state, and County of Los 
Angeles building codes and regulations.39 It is currently anticipated that between 8 and 25 
construction workers would be on site at any one time during the approximately 12-month 
construction period. Site ingress and egress locations for construction, delivery vehicles, haul 
routes, and emergency response and evacuation would be located primarily along Garnet Canyon 
Drive. 
 
4.5.4 Comparative Impacts 
 
Air Quality 
 
As with the proposed project, Alternative D would create short-term impacts to air quality during 
the approximately 12-month construction phase of the project. As with the proposed project, the 
long-term operational effects of Alternative D would be less than significant on a regional and local 
scale, and would not exceed the significant thresholds established by the SCAQMD. Existing 
sensitive receptors in the immediate area of the Alternative D site are limited to single-family 
residences. There are no schools or hospitals within the vicinity. As with the proposed project, 
Alternative D would require implementation of mitigation measures Air-1 through Air-8 (as 
specified in Section 3.1.5 of this Supplemental EIR) to reduce construction impacts on air quality to 
below the level of significance. Alternative D is not capable of avoiding the construction impacts 
on air quality that are in the proposed project. Demolition would further increase impacts on air 
quality. The average distance traveled per response call in Alternative D is 2.2 miles to and from 
the site, which is 0.8 mile longer than the proposed project. 
 
Geology and Soils 
 
As in the proposed project, Alternative D would not be expected to result in significant impacts to 
people or property from geological conditions related to liquefaction, landslides, soil erosion, slope 

                                                 
39 County of Los Angeles. 1978. Ordinance 11778, Section 2 [Article 5, Section 501(c)]. Available at: 
http://ordlink.com/codes/lacounty/index.htm. 
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stability, or expansive soils. The underlying geologic formations at the Alternative D site are 
comparable to the proposed project site. Although a site-specific geotechnical investigation has not 
been conducted for Alternative D, it is known that the Alternative D site is located over the 
bedrock formation of the Saugus Formation. Tentative Tract Map 46908 of the Seco Canyon 
Development IV Project grading plan shows that significant grading and fill has occurred and it is 
likely that much of the site’s surficial layer is primarily composed of engineered fill much like the 
proposed project site. 
 
As with the proposed project, conformance with the standard building techniques and current 
engineering practices, the site’s geologic bedrock and introduced engineered fill would provide 
sufficient compaction and drainage to support the proposed fire station facilities, and would 
require the same or similar geotechnical recommendations as the proposed project. 
 
As with the proposed project, Alternative D, which is located within Seismic Zone 4, would 
require compliance with the California Building Standards Code and the current UBC. 
  
Although exact distances vary slightly, Alternative D is essentially the same distance to major and 
minor faults. As with the proposed project, Alternative D would be located on or near liquefaction 
and landslide zones identified by California geological hazard maps previous to the 
implementation of the tentative tract map development. Alternative D is not identified in or near an 
earthquake fault as delineated on the most recent Los Angeles quadrangle of the APEFZ map, 
indicating the absence of known active or potentially active faults within the proposed project area 
and the associated risk of surface rupture. The significant faults in the proposed project area are the 
San Gabriel [15.9 kilometers (3.7 miles) southwest], Sierra Madre-San Fernando [13.4 kilometers 
(8.3 miles) southwest], and the San Andreas [24 kilometers (14.9 miles) east-northeast]. Therefore, 
there would be no expected impacts related to surface fault rupture. 
 
Geotechnical reports for the proposed site provided recommendations necessary to avoid 
significant impacts related to seismic ground shaking and the possibility of expansive soils. Based 
on estimated strength of materials and slope category of the Saugus Formation bedrock on which 
the area is underlain, as well as the sufficiently dense and compact fill, the seismically induced 
landslide and liquefaction potentials of the Alternative D site are classified very low. 
 
As with the proposed project, impacts related to geology and soils for Alternative D would be 
avoided through the incorporation of the geotechnical recommendations and adherence to all 
standard building practices. 
 
Noise 
 
Ambient noise levels at the Alternative D site are dominated by local traffic along Garnet Canyon 
Drive. Similar to the proposed project site, the area surrounding Alternative D is developed with 
single-family residential dwelling units. Sensitive receptors include single-family residences located 
adjacent to the proposed Alternative D site along Garnet Canyon Drive. 
 
The Alternative D site is neither located near a private airstrip nor located within an airport land 
use plan. Bob Hope Airport, which serves the Alternative D site and surrounding community, is 
located approximately 23 miles southeast of the site in the City of Burbank, California.  
 
As with the proposed project, Alternative D would result in increased noise levels during the 
construction phase that would affect residents in the neighborhood. Construction activities would 
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intermittently generate high noise levels on, and adjacent to, the construction site. Construction 
activities include grading and earthmoving activities, hauling materials, and building structures. 
Construction activity would fluctuate depending on the particular type, number, and duration of 
uses of types of equipment. Construction-related materials haul trips would raise the ambient noise 
levels along haul routes. During the construction phase, ambient noise levels could vary between 
75 dBA to 85 dBA within a distance of 50 feet from the site exceeding the County of Los Angeles 
Noise Standards. As with the proposed project, Alternative D would require the implementation of 
mitigation measures Noise-1 and Noise-2 to reduce construction impacts on ambient noise levels 
to below the level of significance.  
 
As with the proposed project, the operational phase of Alternative D would result in significant 
noise levels from fire truck sirens leaving the fire station responding to emergency calls. The 
existing evening and early morning ambient noise levels range between 43 dBA to 49 dBA. At a 
distance of approximately 50 feet, fire trucks leaving the fire station with sirens on, traveling in 
either direction would result in an outdoor noise level of approximately 109 dBA. This translates 
into an indoor noise level of approximately 76 dBA during late night and early morning hours.40 
Emergency response time modeling determined that on an average call, 296 residences would be 
affected by temporary, significant elevated noise levels.41 The use of sirens as warning devices is 
necessary to protect the public; however, those operating the fire response vehicles do not 
routinely use the warning sirens except when considered necessary. Generally, fire response 
personnel would not activate the sirens on the fire protection vehicles when pulling out of the fire 
station; warning sirens would be activated when the vehicle is at a major intersection away from 
residential areas. As with the proposed project, Alternative D would require the implementation of 
mitigation measures Noise-3 and Noise-4 to reduce impacts to the maximum extent practicable; 
however, impacts would not be reduced to below the level of significance. As with the proposed 
project, operation of Alternative D would result in significant unavoidable impacts to ambient 
noise levels within the service area.  
 
Traffic 
 
As with the proposed project, regional access to the Alternative D site is provided via I-5 and Route 
14. 
 
Roadways used to access the Alternative D site include residential streets, such as such as Garnet 
Canyon Road to the south and Discovery Ridge Drive to the north. Other significant regional 
surface street facilities that serve as collectors or indirect access to the proposed site include 
Copper Hill Drive to the south, Haskell Canyon Road, San Francisquito Canyon Road, and 
Bouquet Canyon Road (Figure 3.4.2-1).  
 
A speed/traffic survey was conducted at the proposed project site, which measured average speeds 
of vehicular traffic at 29 mph along North Rock Canyon Drive and 34 mph south of the proposed 
project site along Haskell Canyon Road. Although the speed/traffic survey was not collected at the 
Alternative D site, based on the survey results, it has been determined that average speeds of 
vehicular traffic at the Alternative D site would be comparable to those at the proposed project site.  
 

                                                 
40 Davy & Associates, Inc. 23 June 2006. Acoustical Analysis Fire Station 108, Santa Clarita, CA. Redondo Beach, CA. 
41 County of Los Angeles GIS Department. 16 August 2006. Response times for the County of Los Angeles Fire Station 
108. Los Angeles, CA. Revised response times by Sapphos Environmental Inc., Pasadena, CA, 18 August 2006. 
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As with the proposed project, all authorized emergency vehicles in Alternative D would be 
required to adhere to the laws, regulations, and speed restrictions outlined in the County of Los 
Angeles Fire Department (Vehicle Operations) Emergency Vehicle Response Policy: 42  
 

All emergency vehicles shall be operated at all times in accordance with the ‘Basic 
Speed Law’ as defined by CVC22350. The Basic Speed Law VC 22350 states that 
‘No person shall drive a vehicle upon a highway (road) at a speed greater than is 
reasonable or prudent having due regard for weather, visibility, the traffic on, and 
the surface and width of, the highway, and in no event at a speed which endangers 
the safety of persons or property.’ 
 

The average number of houses passed per response call in Alternative D is 296 (Table 4-1), which 
is 113 more than the proposed project. 
 
As with the proposed project, fire apparatus or other emergency vehicles in Alternative D would be 
required to be operated at or below the posted speed limits.  
 
As with the proposed project, although there would be no anticipated significant impacts to traffic 
and circulation, the implementation of mitigation measures Traffic-1 through Traffic-4 would be 
required to avoid conflicts between emergency response vehicles and pedestrians, motorists, and 
Fire Protection District personnel to the maximum extent practicable.  
 
As with the proposed project, Alternative D would have the added benefit of reducing the average 
distance traveled per response call by more than 50 percent. 
 
4.6 ALTERNATIVE E: NORTH ROCK CANYON DRIVE AND HIGH SIERRA TRAIL 
 
4.6.1 Alternative Components 
 
The Alternative E site is located on North Rock Canyon Drive near the corner of High Sierra Trail 
(Figure 4.6.1-1, Alternative E Site Photograph). The approximately 0.21-acre site is located on APN 
3244-129-004. This site is currently occupied by a recently constructed single-family residence; 
therefore, this site not available for development of the proposed fire station. The Alternative E 
property is designated as Urban (U1) and is zoned as Residential Planned Development-5,000 
square feet-3.5 units (RPD-5000-3.5U).  
 
4.6.2 Objectives and Feasibility 
 
As shown in Table 4-2, Alternative E would be capable of meeting some of the objectives identified 
by the County of Los Angeles: 
 

• Mission Statement and Vision: The Alternative E site is not available for 
development of a fire station, and therefore cannot be used to develop a fire station 
consistent with the Fire Protection District’s mission statement and vision to provide 
prompt, skillful and cost-effective fire protection and life safety services.  

 

                                                 
42 County of Los Angeles Fire Department Vehicle Operations. 15 November 2005. Emergency Vehicle Response Policy. 
Los Angeles, CA. 
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Alternative E Site Photograph

PHOTO 1
Alternative E facing north
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• Core Values: The Alternative E site is not capable of meeting the Fire Protection 
District’s core values. The 0.21-acre site is not large enough to accommodate the 
required elements of a fire station of approximately 3,500 square feet, a garage of 
approximately 1,250 square feet, and nine parking spaces.  

 
• Emergency Response: The Alternative E site meets the Fire Protection District’s 

emergency response times. Based on emergency response time modeling for 
Alternative E, the proposed fire station at the Alternative E site would result in an 
average response time of 4 minutes and 42 seconds to existing development within 
the service area (Figure 4.6.2-1, Alternative E Location Response Analysis).43 This 
would be within the response times permitted to allow for adequate and efficient 
emergency response times consistent with the Fire Protection District standards. 

 
Implementation of Strategic Plan Goals: Alternative E is consistent with the County 
of Los Angeles Strategic Plan goal to provide the required level of fire and life safety 
services to the service area in that it currently provides an acceptable level of 
service (response time under 5 minutes) to existing development in the southeast 
portion of the service area and will provide an acceptable level of service to future 
development in the northern portion of the service area.  

 
The Alternative E site is not feasible in that residential units have been constructed on the property. 
The County of Los Angeles cannot consider eminent domain when there are other feasible 
alternatives for the project. 

 
4.6.3 Construction Scenario 
 
The construction phase for Alternative E would be similar to the proposed project and in addition 
would require demolition of the existing structures. Construction would involve demolition and 
site preparation, and would be undertaken in accordance with all federal, state, and County of Los 
Angeles building codes and regulations.44 It is anticipated that between 8 and 25 construction 
workers would be on site at any one time during the approximately 12-month construction period. 
Site ingress and egress locations for construction, delivery vehicles, haul routes, and emergency 
response and evacuation would be located primarily along North Rock Canyon Drive.  
 
4.6.4 Comparative Impacts 
 
Air Quality 
 
As with the proposed project, Alternative E would create short-term impacts to air quality during 
the approximately 12-month construction phase of the project. As with the proposed project, the 
long-term operational effects of Alternative E would be less than significant on a regional and local 
scale, and would not exceed the significant thresholds established by the SCAQMD. Existing 
sensitive receptors in the immediate area of the Alternative E site are limited to single-family 
residences. There are no schools or hospitals within the vicinity. As with the proposed project, 
Alternative E would require implementation of mitigation measures Air-1 through Air-8 (as 

                                                 
43 County of Los Angeles GIS Department. 16 August 2006. Response times for the County of Los Angeles Fire Station 
108. Los Angeles, CA. Revised response times by Sapphos Environmental Inc., Pasadena, CA, 18 August 2006. 
44 County of Los Angeles. 1978. Ordinance 11778, Section 2 [Article 5, Section 501(c)]. Available at: 
http://ordlink.com/codes/lacounty/index.htm. 
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specified in Section 3.1.5 of this Supplemental EIR) to reduce construction impacts on air quality to 
below the level of significance. Alternative E is not capable of avoiding the construction impacts on 
air quality that are in the proposed project. Demolition would further increase impacts on air 
quality. The average distance traveled per response call in Alternative E is 1.5 miles to and from the 
site, which is 0.1 mile longer than the proposed project. 
 
Geology and Soils 
 
As in the proposed project, Alternative E would not be expected to result in significant impacts to 
people or property from geological conditions related to liquefaction, landslides, soil erosion, slope 
stability, or expansive soils. The underlying geologic formations at the Alternative E site are 
comparable to the proposed project site. Although a site-specific geotechnical investigation has not 
been conducted for Alternative E, it is known that the Alternative E site is located over the bedrock 
formation of the Saugus Formation. Tentative Tract Map 46908 of the Seco Canyon Development 
IV Project grading plan shows that significant grading and fill has occurred and it is likely that 
much of the site’s surficial layer is primarily composed of engineered fill much like the proposed 
project site. 
 
As with the proposed project, conformance with the standard building techniques and current 
engineering practices, the site’s geologic bedrock and introduced engineered fill would provide 
sufficient compaction and drainage to support the proposed fire station facilities, and would 
require the same or similar geotechnical recommendations as the proposed project. 
 
As with the proposed project, Alternative E, which is located within Seismic Zone 4, would 
compliance with the California Building Standards Code and the current UBC. 
 
Although exact distances vary slightly, Alternative E is essentially the same distance to major and 
minor faults. As with the proposed project, Alternative E would be located on or near liquefaction 
and landslide zones identified by California geological hazard maps previous to the 
implementation of the tentative tract map development. Alternative E is not identified in or near an 
earthquake fault as delineated on the most recent Los Angeles quadrangle of the APEFZ map, 
indicating the absence of known active or potentially active faults within the proposed project area 
and the associated risk of surface rupture. The significant faults in the proposed project area are the 
San Gabriel [15.9 kilometers (3.7 miles) southwest], Sierra Madre-San Fernando [13.4 kilometers 
(8.3 miles) southwest], and the San Andreas [24 kilometers (14.9 miles) east-northeast]. Therefore, 
there would be no expected impacts related to surface fault rupture. 
 
Geotechnical reports for the proposed site provided recommendations necessary to avoid 
significant impacts related to seismic ground shaking the possibility of expansive soils. Based on 
estimated strength of materials and slope category of the Saugus Formation bedrock on which the 
area is underlain, as well as the sufficiently dense and compact fill, the seismically induced 
landslide and liquefaction potentials of the Alternative E site are classified very low. 
 
As with the proposed project, impacts related to geology and soils for Alternative E would be 
avoided through the incorporation of the geotechnical recommendations and adherence to all 
standard building practices. 
 



County of Los Angeles Fire Station 108 Draft Supplemental Environment Impact Report 
December 7, 2006 Sapphos Environmental, Inc. 
S:\1204-011\Supplemental EIR\Section 04 Alternatives.doc Page 4-28 

Noise 
 
Ambient noise levels at the Alternative E site are dominated by local traffic along North Rock 
Canyon Drive and High Sierra Trail. Similar to the proposed project site, the area surrounding 
Alternative E is developed with single-family residential dwelling units. Sensitive receptors include 
single-family residences located adjacent to the proposed Alternative E site along High Sierra Trail 
and North Rock Canyon Drive.  
 
The Alternative E site is neither located near a private airstrip nor located within an airport land use 
plan. Bob Hope Airport, which serves the Alternative E site and surrounding community, is located 
approximately 23 miles southeast of the site in the City of Burbank, California.  
 
As with the proposed project, Alternative E would result in increased noise levels during the 
construction phase that would affect residents in the neighborhood. Construction activities would 
intermittently generate high noise levels on, and adjacent to the construction site. Construction 
activities include grading and earthmoving activities, hauling materials, and building structures. 
Construction activity would fluctuate depending on the particular type, number, and duration of 
uses of types of equipment. Construction-related materials haul trips would raise the ambient noise 
levels along haul routes. During the construction phase, ambient noise levels could vary between 
75 dBA to 85 dBA within a distance of 50 feet from the site exceeding the County of Los Angeles 
Noise Standards. As with the proposed project, Alternative E would require the implementation of 
mitigation measures Noise-1 and Noise-2 to reduce construction impacts on ambient noise levels 
to below the level of significance.  
 
As with the proposed project, the operational phase of Alternative E would result in significant 
noise levels from fire truck sirens leaving the fire station responding to emergency calls. The 
existing evening and early morning ambient noise levels range between 43 dBA to 49 dBA. At a 
distance of approximately 50 feet, fire trucks leaving the fire station with sirens on, traveling in 
either direction would result in an outdoor noise level of approximately 109 dBA. This translates 
into an indoor noise level of approximately 76 dBA during late night and early morning hours.45 
Emergency response time modeling determined that, on an average call, 192 residences would be 
affected by temporary, significant elevated noise levels.46 The use of sirens as warning devices is 
necessary to protect the public; however, those operating the fire response vehicles do not 
routinely use the warning sirens except when considered necessary. Generally, fire response 
personnel would not activate the sirens on the fire protection vehicles when pulling out of the fire 
station; warning sirens would be activated when the vehicle is at a major intersection away from 
residential areas. As with the proposed project, Alternative E would require the implementation of 
mitigation measures Noise-3 and Noise-4 to reduce impacts to the maximum extent practicable; 
however, impacts would not be reduced to below the level of significance. As with the proposed 
project, operation of Alternative E would result in significant unavoidable impacts to ambient noise 
levels within the service area.  
 

                                                 
45 Davy & Associates, Inc. 23 June 2006. Acoustical Analysis Fire Station 108, Santa Clarita, CA, Redondo Beach, CA. 
46 County of Los Angeles GIS Department. 16 August 2006. Response times for the County of Los Angeles Fire Station 
108. Los Angeles, CA. Revised response times by Sapphos Environmental Inc., Pasadena, CA, 18 August 2006. 
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Traffic 
 
As with the proposed project, regional access to the Alternative E site is provided via I-5 and Route 
14. 
 
Roadways used to access Alternative E include residential streets, such as Rock Canyon Drive to 
the east. Other significant regional surface street facilities that serve as collectors or indirect access 
to the proposed site include Copper Hill Drive to the south, Haskell Canyon Road, San 
Francisquito Canyon Road, and Bouquet Canyon Road (Figure 3.4.2-1).  
 
A speed/traffic survey was conducted at the proposed project site, which measured average speeds 
of vehicular traffic at 29 mph along North Rock Canyon Drive and 34 mph south of the proposed 
project site along Haskell Canyon Road. Although the speed/traffic survey was not collected at the 
Alternative E site, based on the survey results, it has been determined that average speeds of 
vehicular traffic at the Alternative E site would be comparable to those at the proposed project site.  
 
As with the proposed project, all authorized emergency vehicles in Alternative E would be 
required to adhere to the laws, regulations, and speed restrictions outlined in the County of Los 
Angeles Fire Department (Vehicle Operations) Emergency Vehicle Response Policy: 47  
 

All emergency vehicles shall be operated at all times in accordance with the ‘Basic 
Speed Law’ as defined by CVC22350. The Basic Speed Law VC 22350 states that 
‘No person shall drive a vehicle upon a highway (road) at a speed greater than is 
reasonable or prudent having due regard for weather, visibility, the traffic on, and 
the surface and width of, the highway, and in no event at a speed which endangers 
the safety of persons or property.’ 

 
The average number of houses passed per response call in Alternative E is 192, (Table 4-1) which is 
9 more than the proposed project. 
 
As with the proposed project, fire apparatus or other emergency vehicles in Alternative E would be 
required to be operated at or below the posted speed limits.  
 
As with the proposed project, although there would be no anticipated significant impacts to traffic 
and circulation, the implementation of mitigation measures Traffic-1 through Traffic-4 would be 
required to avoid conflicts between emergency response vehicles and pedestrians, motorists, and 
Fire Protection District personnel to the maximum extent practicable.  
 
As with the proposed project, Alternative E would have the added benefit of reducing the average 
distance traveled per response call by more than 50 percent. 
 

                                                 
47 County of Los Angeles Fire Department Vehicle Operations. 15 November 2005. Emergency Vehicle Response Policy. 
Los Angeles, CA. 
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4.7 ALTERNATIVE F: BUD COURT AND ALAMINOS DRIVE 
 
4.7.1 Alternative Components 
 
The approximately 0.24-acre Alternative F site is located on APN 2812-021-011 on the Bud Court 
cul-de-sac near Alaminos Drive south of Copper Hill Drive in a developed residential 
neighborhood (Figure 4-1 and Figure 4.7.1-1, Alternative F Site Photographs). The parcel is 
designated as RS (Residential Suburban) and zoned as RS (Residential Suburban) by the City of 
Santa Clarita General Plan and zoning ordinance. The use of Alternative F for the proposed project 
is inconsistent with the City of Santa Clarita General Plan.48 Site reconnaissance revealed that there 
are no vacant parcels on Bud Court or in the immediate neighborhood within a three-block radius. 
Therefore, the Alternative F site is not available for construction of the proposed fire station. 
However, Alternative F has been carried forward for detailed analysis as required by the State 
CEQA Guidelines.  
 
4.7.2 Objectives and Feasibility 
 
As shown in Table 4-2, Alternative F would not be capable of meeting any of the objectives 
identified by the County of Los Angeles: 
 

• Mission Statement and Vision: The Alternative F site is not available for 
development for a fire station because it is currently occupied by existing 
residential development. Therefore, Alternative F does not meet the Fire Protection 
District’s mission statement and vision to provide prompt, skillful, and cost-effective 
fire protection and life safety services.  

 
• Core Values: The Alternative F site is not capable of meeting the Fire Protection 

District’s core values. At 0.24 acre, Alternative F provides insufficient space for the 
required elements of a fire station of approximately 3,500 square feet, a garage of 
approximately 1,250 square feet, and nine parking spaces.  

 
• Emergency Response: Alternative F fails to meet the County of Los Angeles Fire 

Protection District’s emergency response objectives with response times under 5 
minutes. Based on emergency response time modeling for this alternative, the 
proposed fire station at the Alternative F site would result in an average response 
time of approximately 6 minutes and 6 seconds to existing development within the 
service area (Figure 4.7.2-1, Alternative F Location Response Analysis).49 This 
would not be within the response times permitted to allow for adequate and 
efficient emergency response times consistent with the Fire Protection District 
standards. 50 

 
• Implementation of Strategic Plan Goals: Alternative F is not consistent with County 

of Los Angeles Strategic Plan goal to provide the required level of fire protection 

                                                 
48 City of Santa Clarita Planning Division. May 2005. City of Santa Clarita General Plan Land Use Policy Map. Santa 
Clarita, CA. Available at: http://www.santa-clarita.com/cityhall/admin/technology/gis. 
49 County of Los Angeles GIS Department. 16 August 2006. Response times for the County of Los Angeles Fire Station 
108. Los Angeles, CA. Revised response times by Sapphos Environmental Inc., Pasadena, CA, 18 August 2006. 
50 County of Los Angeles GIS Department. 16 August 2006. Response times for the County of Los Angeles Fire Station 
108. Los Angeles, CA. Revised response times by Sapphos Environmental Inc., Pasadena, CA, 18 August 2006. 
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FIGURE 4.7.1-1
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and life safety services to the service area in that it currently fails to provide an 
acceptable level of service (response time in excess of 5 minutes) to existing 
development in the eastern portion of the service area and will fail to provide an 
acceptable level of service to future development in the eastern and northern 
portion of the service area. 

 
The Alternative F site is not feasible in that residential units have been constructed on the property. 
The County of Los Angeles cannot consider eminent domain when there are other feasible 
alternatives for the project. 

 
4.7.3 Construction Scenario 
 
The construction phase for Alternative F would be similar to the proposed project and in addition 
would require demolition of existing structures, sewer lines, and related facilities. Construction 
would involve demolition and site preparation, and would be undertaken in accordance with all 
federal, state, and County of Los Angeles building codes and regulations.51 It is currently 
anticipated that between 8 and 25 construction workers would be on site at any one time during 
the approximately 12-month construction period. Site ingress and egress locations for construction, 
delivery vehicles, haul routes, and emergency response and evacuation would be primarily along 
Bud Court and Alaminos Drive.  
 
4.7.4 Comparative Impacts 
 
Air Quality 
 
As with the proposed project, Alternative F would create short-term impacts to air quality during 
the approximately 12-month construction phase of the project. As with the proposed project, the 
long-term, operational effects of Alternative F would result in less than significant effects on a 
regional and local scale, and would not exceed the significant thresholds established by SCAQMD. 
Existing sensitive receptors in the immediate area of the Alternative F site are limited to single-
family residences. As with the proposed project, Alternative F would require implementation of 
mitigation measures Air-1 through Air-8 (as specified in Section 3.1.5 of the Supplemental EIR) to 
reduce the construction impacts on air quality. Alternative F is not capable of avoiding the 
significant construction related impacts to air quality. In addition, due to required demolition, 
Alternative F would increase the impacts to air quality.  
 
In Alternative F, the average distance traveled per response call is 1.8 miles to and from the site 
(Table 4-1), which is 0.4 mile longer than the proposed project. As with the proposed project, the 
operational impacts on air quality would be less than significant. 
 
Geology and Soils 
 
As with the proposed project, Alternative F would not be expected to result in significant impacts 
to people or property from geological conditions related to liquefaction, landslides, soil erosion, 
slope stability, or expansive soils. The underlying geologic formations at the Alternative F site are 
comparable to the proposed project site. Although a site-specific geotechnical investigation has not 
been conducted for Alternative F, it is known that the Alternative F site is located over the bedrock 

                                                 
51 County of Los Angeles. 1978. Ordinance 11778, Section 2 [Article 5, Section 501(c)]. Available at: 
http://ordlink.com/codes/lacounty/index.htm. 
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formation of the Saugus Formation and contains alluvial gravel and sand and clay from the valley 
areas (Qa deposits).52 Tentative Tract Map 46908 of the Seco Canyon Development IV Project 
grading plan shows that significant grading and fill has occurred and it is likely that much of the 
site’s surficial layer is primarily composed of engineered fill much like the proposed project site.  
 
As with the proposed project, conformance with the standard building techniques and current 
engineering practices, the site’s geologic bedrock and introduced engineered fill would provide 
sufficient compaction and drainage to support the proposed fire station facilities, and would 
require the same or similar geotechnical recommendations as the proposed project.  
 
As with the proposed project, Alternative F, which is located within Seismic Zone 4, would require 
the compliance with the California Building Standards Code and the current UBC. 
 
Although exact distances vary slightly, Alternative F is essentially the same distance to major and 
minor faults. As with the proposed project, Alternative F would be located on or near liquefaction 
and landslide zones identified by California geological hazard maps previous to the 
implementation of the tentative tract map development. Alternative F is not identified in or near an 
earthquake fault as delineated on the most recent Los Angeles quadrangle of the APEFZ map,53 
indicating the absence of known active or potentially active faults within the proposed project area 
and the associated risk of surface rupture. The significant faults in the proposed project area are the 
San Gabriel [5.9 kilometers (3.7 miles) southwest], Sierra Madre-San Fernando (13.4 kilometers 
(8.3 mile) southwest), and the San Andreas [24 kilometers (14.9 miles) east-northeast].54,55 
Therefore, there would be no expected impacts related to surface fault rupture. 
 
Geotechnical reports for the proposed site provided recommendations necessary to avoid 
significant impacts related to seismic ground shaking and the possibility of expansive soils. Based 
on estimated strength of materials and slope category of the Saugus Formation bedrock on which 
the area is underlain, as well as the sufficiently dense and compact fill, the seismically induced 
landslide and liquefaction potentials of the Alternative F site are classified very low. 
 
As with the proposed project, impacts related to geology and soils from Alternative F would be 
avoided through the incorporation of the geotechnical recommendations and adherence to all 
standard building practices. 
 
Noise 
 
Ambient noise levels at Alternative F are dominated by local traffic along Bud Court and Alaminos 
Drive. As with the proposed project site, the area surrounding Alternative F is developed with 
single-family residential dwelling units. There are existing sensitive receptors located in the 
immediate area of the proposed project site along Bud Court. The proposed site would be accessed 
along Alaminos Drive.  

                                                 
52 Dibblee, T.W. 1996. Geologic Map of the Newhall Quadrangle, Los Angeles County, California, Map No. DF-56. 
Scale = 1:24,000. Reston, VA. 
53 California Department of Conservation, California Geological Survey. 1 January 1977. Los Angeles Quadrangle 
Earthquake Fault Zones. Scale 1:24,000. Los Angeles, CA. 
54 Jennings, C.W. 1994. Fault activity map of California and adjacent areas with locations and ages of recent volcanic 
eruptions. California Geologic Data Map Series. Map No. 6. Scale = 1:750,000. Sacramento, CA: California Geological 
Survey. 
55 Blake, Thomas F. 2000. EQFAULT and EQSEARCH Computer Programs for Earthquake Assessments. Sacramento, CA. 
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As with the proposed project, the Alternative F site is neither located near a private airstrip nor 
located within an airport land use plan. Bob Hope Airport, which serves the proposed site and 
surrounding community, is located approximately 23 miles southeast of the proposed site in the 
City of Burbank, California.  
 
As with the proposed project, Alternative F would result in an increase in noise levels during the 
construction phase that would affect residents in the neighborhood. Construction activities would 
intermittently generate high noise levels on, and adjacent to, the construction site. Construction 
activities include grading and earthmoving activities, hauling materials, and building structures. 
Construction activity would fluctuate depending on the particular type, number, and duration of 
uses of types of equipment. Construction-related materials haul trips would raise the ambient noise 
levels along haul routes. During the construction phase, ambient noise levels could vary between 
75 dBA to 85 dBA within a distance of 50 feet from the proposed site, exceeding the County of Los 
Angeles Noise Standards. As with the proposed project, Alternative F would require the 
implementation of mitigation measures Noise-1 and Noise-2 to reduce construction impacts on 
ambient noise levels to below the level of significance. 
 
As with the proposed project, the operational phase of Alternative F would result in significant 
noise levels from fire truck sirens leaving the fire station responding to emergency calls. The 
existing evening and early morning ambient noise levels range between 43 dBA to 49 dBA. At a 
distance of approximately 50 feet, fire trucks leaving the fire station with sirens on, traveling in 
either direction would result in an outdoor noise level of approximately 109 dBA. This translates 
into an indoor noise level of approximately 76 dBA during late night and early morning hours.56 
Emergency response time modeling determined that, on an average call, 279 residences would be 
affected by temporary, significant elevated noise levels.57 The use of sirens as warning devices is 
necessary to protect the public; however, those operating the fire response vehicles do not 
routinely use the warning sirens except when considered necessary. Generally, fire response 
personnel would not activate the sirens on the fire protection vehicles when pulling out of the fire 
station; warning sirens would be activated when the vehicle is at a major intersection away from 
residential areas. As with the proposed project, Alternative F would require the implementation of 
mitigation measures Noise-3 and Noise-4 to reduce impacts to the maximum extent practicable; 
however, impacts would not be reduced to below the level of significance. As with the proposed 
project, operation of Alternative F would result in significant unavoidable impacts to ambient noise 
levels within the service area.  
 
Traffic 
 
As with the proposed project, regional access to the Alternative F site is provided via I-5 and Route 
14.  
 
Roadways used to access the Alternative F site include residential streets, such as Alaminos Drive 
to the south. Other significant regional surface street facilities that serve as collectors or indirect 
access to the proposed site include Copper Hill Drive to the north, San Francisquito Canyon Road 
to the west, and Bouquet Canyon Road to the south and east (Figure 3.4.2-1).  
 

                                                 
56 Davy & Associates, Inc. 23 June 2006. Acoustical Analysis Fire Station 108, Santa Clarita, CA. Redondo Beach, CA. 
57 County of Los Angeles GIS Department. 16 August 2006. Response times for the County of Los Angeles Fire Station 
108. Los Angeles, CA. Revised response times by Sapphos Environmental Inc., Pasadena, CA, 18 August 2006. 
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A speed/traffic survey was conducted at the proposed project site, which measured average speeds 
of vehicular traffic at 29 mph along North Rock Canyon Drive and 34 mph south of the proposed 
project site along Haskell Canyon Road. Although the speed/traffic survey was not collected at the 
Alternative F site, based on the survey results, it has been determined that average speeds of 
vehicular traffic at the Alternative F site would be comparable to those at the proposed project site.  
 
As with the proposed project, all authorized emergency vehicles in Alternative F would be 
required to adhere to the laws, regulations, and speed restrictions outlined in the County of Los 
Angeles Fire Department (Vehicle Operations) Emergency Vehicle Response Policy: 58  
 

All emergency vehicles shall be operated at all times in accordance with the ‘Basic 
Speed Law’ as defined by CVC22350. The Basic Speed Law VC 22350 states that 
‘No person shall drive a vehicle upon a highway (road) at a speed greater than is 
reasonable or prudent having due regard for weather, visibility, the traffic on, and 
the surface and width of, the highway, and in no event at a speed which endangers 
the safety of persons or property.’ 
  

In Alternative F, the average number of houses passed per response call is 279 (Table 4-1), which is 
96 more than the proposed project.  
 
As with the proposed project, fire apparatus or other emergency vehicles in Alternative F would be 
required to be operated at or below the posted speed limits.  
 
As with the proposed project, although there would be no anticipated significant impacts to traffic 
and circulation, the implementation of mitigation measures Traffic-1 through Traffic-4 would be 
required to avoid conflicts between emergency response vehicles and pedestrians, motorists, and 
Fire Protection District personnel to the maximum extent practicable.  
 
4.8 ALTERNATIVE G: GARNET CANYON DRIVE  
 
4.8.1 Alternative Components 
 
The 3.36-acre Alternative G site is located along Garnet Canyon Drive (Figure 4-1 and Figure 4.8.1-
1, Alternative G Site Photographs) and owned by the County of Los Angeles Department of Parks 
and Recreation (LADPR). According to LADPR, this 3.36-acre site located on APN 3244-127-902 
has been set aside for the development of a public park.59 Sensitive receptors in the area include 
single-family homes to the north, east, and west, and Mountain View Elementary School to the 
south. Therefore, the Alternative G site is not available for construction of the proposed fire station 
due to its proximity to Mountain View Elementary School and the development of a public 
parkland protected by the Federal Parkland Protection Act. The Alternative G property is 
designated as Open Space Parks (O-P) in the Residential Planned Development-5,000 square feet-
3.5 units (RPD-5000-3.5U) zoning designation. The proposed use of the site as a fire station is 
inconsistent with the existing land use designation and zoning and would require a General Plan 
amendment.  
 

                                                 
58 County of Los Angeles Fire Department Vehicle Operations. 15 November 2005. Emergency Vehicle Response Policy. 
Los Angeles, CA. 
59 Hensley, Larry, Chief, Planning Department, County of Los Angeles Department of Parks and Recreation. 31 August 
2006. Personal communication with John Moreno, Sapphos Environmental, Inc., Pasadena, CA. 
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Alternative G facing north

PHOTO 2
Alternative G facing west

FIGURE 4.8.1-1
Alternative G Site Photographs
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Although Alternative G is not capable of meeting any of the basic objectives of the proposed 
project, it has been carried forward for detailed analysis as required by the State CEQA Guidelines. 
 
4.8.2 Objectives and Feasibility 
 
As shown in Table 4-2, Alternative G would be capable of meeting some of the objectives 
identified by the County of Los Angeles: 
 

• Mission Statement and Vision: The Alternative G site is not available for 
development for a fire station that meets the Fire Protection District’s mission 
statement and vision to provide prompt, skillful, and cost-effective fire protection 
and life safety services. The Alternative G site is currently scheduled for 
development of a LADPR public park. 

 
• Core Values: The Alternative G site is capable of meeting the Fire Protection 

District’s core values. At 3.36 acres, Alternative G is large enough to provide 
sufficient space for the required elements of a fire station of approximately 3,500 
square feet, a garage of approximately 1,250 square feet, and nine parking spaces.  

 
• Emergency Response: Alternative G fails to meet the County of Los Angeles Fire 

Protection District’s emergency response times. Based on emergency response time 
modeling for this alternative, the proposed fire station at the Alternative G site 
would result in an average response time of approximately 5 minutes and 6 seconds 
to existing development within the service area (Figure 4.8.2-1, Alternative G 
Location Response Analysis).60 This would not be within the response times 
permitted to allow for adequate and efficient emergency response times consistent 
with the Fire Protection District standards. 61 

 
• Implementation of Strategic Plan Goals: Alternative G is not consistent with 

County of Los Angeles Strategic Plan goal to provide the required level of fire 
protection and life safety services to the service area in that it fails to provide an 
acceptable level of service (response time in excess of 5 minutes) to existing 
development in the western portion of the service area and will fail to provide an 
acceptable level of service to future development in the western and northern 
portion of the service area.  

 
The Alternative G site is not feasible in that it is scheduled for park development by LADPR. 
 

                                                 
60 County of Los Angeles GIS Department. 16 August 2006. Response times for the County of Los Angeles Fire Station 
108. Los Angeles, CA. Revised response times by Sapphos Environmental Inc., Pasadena, CA, 18 August 2006. 
61 County of Los Angeles GIS Department. 16 August 2006. Response times for the County of Los Angeles Fire Station 
108. Los Angeles, CA. Revised response times by Sapphos Environmental Inc., Pasadena, CA, 18 August 2006. 
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4.8.3 Construction Scenario 
 
The construction phase for Alternative G would be similar to the proposed project. Construction 
would involve site preparation, and would be undertaken in accordance with all federal, state, and 
County of Los Angeles building codes and regulations.62 It is currently anticipated that between 8 
and 25 construction workers would be on site at any one time during the approximately 12-month 
construction period. Site ingress and egress locations for construction, delivery vehicles, haul 
routes, and emergency response and evacuation would be located primarily along Garnet Canyon 
Drive. 
 
4.8.4 Comparative Impacts 
 
Air Quality 
 
As with the proposed project, Alternative G would create short-term impacts to air quality during 
the approximately 12-month construction phase of the project. As with the proposed project, the 
long-term, operational effects of Alternative G would result in less than significant effects on a 
regional and local scale, and would not exceed the significant thresholds established by SCAQMD. 
Existing sensitive receptors in the immediate area of the Alternative G site are limited to single-
family residences and Mountain View Elementary School. As with the proposed project, 
Alternative G would require implementation of mitigation measures Air-1 through Air-8 (as 
specified in Section 3.1.5 of the Supplemental EIR) to reduce the construction impacts on air 
quality. Alternative G is not capable of avoiding the significant construction related impacts to air 
quality.  
 
In Alternative G, the average distance traveled per response call 1.8 miles to and from the site 
(Table 4-1), which is 0.4 mile longer than the proposed project. As with the proposed project, the 
operational impacts on air quality would be less than significant. 
 
Geology and Soils 
 
As with the proposed project, Alternative G would not be expected to result in significant impacts 
to people or property from geological conditions related to liquefaction, landslides, soil erosion, 
slope stability, or expansive soils. The underlying geologic formations at the Alternative G site are 
comparable to the proposed project site. Although a site-specific geotechnical investigation has not 
been conducted for Alternative G, it is known that the Alternative G site is located over the 
bedrock formation of the Saugus Formation and contains alluvial gravel and sand and clay from the 
valley areas (Qa deposits).63 Tentative Tract Map 46908 of the Seco Canyon Development IV 
Project grading plan shows that significant grading and fill has occurred and it is likely that much of 
the site’s surficial layer is primarily composed of engineered fill much like the proposed project 
site.  
 
As with the proposed project, conformance with the standard building techniques and current 
engineering practices, the site’s geologic bedrock and introduced engineered fill would provide 

                                                 
62 County of Los Angeles. 1978. Ordinance 11778, Section 2 [Article 5, Section 501(c)]. Available at: 
http://ordlink.com/codes/lacounty/index.htm. 
63 Dibblee, T.W. 1996. Geologic Map of the Newhall Quadrangle, Los Angeles County, California, Map No. DF-56. 
Scale = 1:24,000. Reston, VA. 
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sufficient compaction and drainage to support the proposed fire station facilities, and would 
require the same or similar geotechnical recommendations as the proposed project.  
 
As with the proposed project, Alternative G, which is located within Seismic Zone 4, would 
require the same level of mitigation and compliance with the California Building Standards Code 
and the current UBC. 
 
Although exact distances vary slightly, Alternative G is essentially the same distance to major and 
minor faults. As with the proposed project, Alternative G would be located on or near liquefaction 
and landslide zones identified by California geological hazard maps previous to the 
implementation of the tentative tract map development. Alternative G is not identified in or near an 
earthquake fault as delineated on the most recent Los Angeles quadrangle of the APEFZ map,64 
indicating the absence of known active or potentially active faults within the proposed project area 
and the associated risk of surface rupture. The significant faults in the proposed project area are the 
San Gabriel [5.9 kilometers (3.7 miles) southwest], Sierra Madre-San Fernando (13.4 kilometers 
(8.3 mile) southwest), and the San Andreas [24 kilometers (14.9 miles) east-northeast].65,66 
Therefore, there would be no expected impacts related to surface fault rupture. 
 
Geotechnical reports for the proposed site provided recommendations necessary to avoid 
significant impacts related to seismic ground shaking and the possibility of expansive soils. Based 
on estimated strength of materials and slope category of the Saugus Formation bedrock on which 
the area is underlain, as well as the sufficiently dense and compact fill, the seismically induced 
landslide and liquefaction potentials of the Alternative G site are classified very low. 
 
As with the proposed project, impacts related to geology and soils from Alternative G would be 
avoided through the incorporation of the geotechnical recommendations and adherence to all 
standard building practices. 
 
Noise 
 
Ambient noise levels at Alternative G are dominated by local traffic along Garnet Canyon Drive. As 
with the proposed project site, the area around the proposed alternative site is developed with 
single-family residential dwelling units. There are existing sensitive receptors, including residences 
and an elementary school located in the immediate area of the proposed site. The proposed site 
would be accessed along Garnet Canyon Drive.  
 
The Alternative G site is neither located near a private airstrip nor located within an airport land 
use plan. Bob Hope Airport, which serves the Alternative G site and surrounding community, is 
located approximately 23 miles southeast of the site in the City of Burbank, California.  
 
As with the proposed project, Alternative G would result in increased noise levels during the 
construction phase that would affect residents in the neighborhood. Construction activities would 
intermittently generate high noise levels on, and adjacent to the construction site. Construction 

                                                 
64 California Department of Conservation, California Geological Survey. 1 January 1977. Los Angeles Quadrangle 
Earthquake Fault Zones. Scale 1:24,000. Los Angeles, CA. 
65 Jennings, C.W. 1994. Fault activity map of California and adjacent areas with locations and ages of recent volcanic 
eruptions. California Geologic Data Map Series. Map No. 6. Scale = 1:750,000. Sacramento, CA: California Geological 
Survey. 
66 Blake, Thomas F. 2000. EQFAULT and EQSEARCH Computer Programs for Earthquake Assessments. Sacramento, CA. 
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activities include grading and earthmoving activities, hauling materials, and building structures. 
Construction activity would fluctuate depending on the particular type, number, and duration of 
uses of types of equipment. Construction-related materials haul trips would raise the ambient noise 
levels along haul routes. During the construction phase, ambient noise levels could vary between 
75 dBA to 85 dBA within a distance of 50 feet from the site exceeding the County of Los Angeles 
Noise Standards. As with the proposed project, Alternative G would require the implementation of 
mitigation measures Noise-1 and Noise-2 to reduce construction impacts on ambient noise levels 
to below the level of significance.  
 
As with the proposed project, the operational phase of Alternative G would result in significant 
noise levels from fire truck sirens leaving the fire station responding to emergency calls. The 
existing evening and early morning ambient noise levels range between 43 dBA to 49 dBA. At a 
distance of approximately 50 feet, fire trucks leaving the fire station with sirens on, traveling in 
either direction would result in an outdoor noise level of approximately 109 dBA. This translates 
into an indoor noise level of approximately 76 dBA during late night and early morning hours.67 
Emergency response time modeling determined that, on an average call, 211 residences would be 
affected by temporary, significant elevated noise levels.68 The use of sirens as warning devices is 
necessary to protect the public; however, those operating the fire response vehicles do not 
routinely use the warning sirens except when considered necessary. Generally, fire response 
personnel would not activate the sirens on the fire protection vehicles when pulling out of the fire 
station; warning sirens would be activated when the vehicle is at a major intersection away from 
residential areas. As with the proposed project, Alternative G would require the implementation of 
mitigation measures Noise-3 and Noise-4 to reduce impacts to the maximum extent practicable; 
however, impacts would not be reduced to below the level of significance. As with the proposed 
project, operation of Alternative G would result in significant unavoidable impacts to ambient 
noise levels within the service area.  
 
Traffic 
 
As with the proposed project, regional access Alternative G site is provided via I-5 and Route 14. 
 
Roadways used to access the Alternative G site include residential streets, such as Garnet Drive to 
the south. Other significant regional surface street facilities that serve as collectors or indirect 
access to the proposed site include Copper Hill Drive to the south, San Francisquito Canyon Road 
to the west, and Bouquet Canyon Road to the east (Figure 3.4.2-1).  
 
A speed/traffic survey was conducted at the proposed project site, which measured average speeds 
of vehicular traffic at 29 mph along North Rock Canyon Drive and 34 mph south of the proposed 
project site along Haskell Canyon Road. Although the speed/traffic survey was not collected at the 
Alternative G site, based on the survey results, it has been determined that average speeds of 
vehicular traffic at the Alternative G site would be comparable to those at the proposed project site.  
 

                                                 
67 Davy & Associates, Inc. 23 June 2006. Acoustical Analysis Fire Station 108, Santa Clarita, CA. Redondo Beach, CA. 
68 County of Los Angeles GIS Department. 16 August 2006. Response times for the County of Los Angeles Fire Station 
108. Los Angeles, CA. Revised response times by Sapphos Environmental Inc., Pasadena, CA, 18 August 2006. 
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As with the proposed project, all authorized emergency vehicles in Alternative G would be 
required to adhere to the laws, regulations, and speed restrictions outlined in the County of Los 
Angeles Fire Department (Vehicle Operations) Emergency Vehicle Response Policy: 69  
 

All emergency vehicles shall be operated at all times in accordance with the ‘Basic 
Speed Law’ as defined by CVC22350. The Basic Speed Law VC 22350 states that 
‘No person shall drive a vehicle upon a highway (road) at a speed greater than is 
reasonable or prudent having due regard for weather, visibility, the traffic on, and 
the surface and width of, the highway, and in no event at a speed which endangers 
the safety of persons or property.’ 
  

In Alternative G, the average number of houses passed per response call is 211 (Table 4-1), which 
is 28 more than the proposed project.  
 
As with the proposed project, fire apparatus or other emergency vehicles in Alternative G would be 
required to be operated at or below the posted speed limits.  
 
As with the proposed project, although there would be no anticipated significant impacts to traffic 
and circulation, the implementation of mitigation measures Traffic-1 through Traffic-4 would be 
required to avoid conflicts between emergency response vehicles and pedestrians, motorists, and 
Fire Protection District personnel to the maximum extent practicable.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
69 County of Los Angeles Fire Department Vehicle Operations. 15 November 2005. Emergency Vehicle Response Policy. 
Los Angeles, CA. 
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SECTION 5.0 
UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS 

 
This section of the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (EIR) summarizes an analysis of the 
potential for implementation of the County of Los Angeles Fire Station 108 (proposed project) to 
result in significant environmental effects that cannot be avoided. The implementation of the 
proposed project to result in environmental impacts has been analyzed in light of the anticipated 
direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts. The analysis of impacts is presented in Section 3, Existing 
Conditions, Impacts, Mitigation, and Level of Significance after Mitigation of this EIR.  
 
Consistent with the requirements of section 15126.2(b) of the State of California Environmental 
Quality Act Guidelines (State CEQA Guidelines), significant impacts, including those that can be 
mitigated but not reduced to the level below significance, are described in this section of the EIR. 
Where there are impacts that cannot be alleviated without imposing an alternative design, their 
implications and the reasons why the project is being proposed, notwithstanding their effect, are 
also described. 
 
The analysis contained in this EIR demonstrates that operation and maintenance of the proposed 
project would not be expected to result in unavoidable impacts related to air quality, geology and 
soils, and traffic and transportation. However, the analysis contained in the EIR concludes that the 
proposed project has the potential to result in unavoidable temporary effects related to air quality 
during the construction phase and significant unavoidable impacts related to noise as a result of the 
proposed project. Mitigation measures have been identified to reduce impacts related to air quality 
and noise resulting from the construction and operation of the proposed project (Section 3.1.5 and 
Section 3.3.5).  
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SECTION 6.0 
SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES 

RELATED TO IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 
 

This section of the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (EIR) summarizes the potential for 
the implementation of the County of Los Angeles Fire Station 108 (proposed project) to result in 
significant irreversible environmental changes. Such a change refers to an irretrievable commitment 
of non-renewable resources, or other environmental changes that commit future generations to 
similar uses. Irreversible environmental changes can also result from potential accidents associated 
with the proposed project. The project proposes development of a two-story fire station, including 
a station garage located in the unincorporated territory of Los Angeles County, approximately 1 
mile north of the City of Santa Clarita. The purpose of the proposed project would be to serve an 
approximately 3-square-mile, predominantly residential area of the Mountain View portion of the 
Seco IV Development. The fire station would consist of office space, living quarters, and parking 
for fire department vehicles and equipment. The new fire station would meet accepted standards 
for fire stations and emergency response times designed to serve urban wildland interface areas. 
No modifications to the existing zoning boundaries are proposed for the project, and the 
anticipated uses are consistent with the existing land use designation in the Santa Clarita Valley 
Area Plan (SCVAP) and the City of Santa Clarita’s zoning designations. 
 
The analysis performed in the certified program EIR and Section 3.0, Regulatory Framework, 
Existing Conditions, Impacts, Mitigation, and Level of Significance after Mitigation of this 
Supplemental EIR, determined that the proposed project would not result in significant irreversible 
environmental impacts that would require the implementation of measures to mitigate long-term 
adverse effects. 1  
 
The proposed project would not result in significant irreversible environmental changes to the 
following issue areas: aesthetics, agricultural resources, air quality, biological resources, cultural 
resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land 
use and planning, mineral resources, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, 
transportation and traffic, and utilities and service systems. Although construction of the proposed 
project would result in short-term impacts to air quality related to the emission of nitrogen oxides 
(NOx) that can be mitigated, all other air quality impacts would mitigated to below the level of 
significance; these impacts would not constitute a significant irreversible environmental change or 
an irretrievable commitment of nonrenewable resources. 
 
With conformance to standard building practices and to the recommendations of the geotechnical 
reports,2,3,4 the proposed project would not be expected to result in significant irreversible 

                                             
1 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. September 1993. Final Environmental Impact Report for the 
Seco Canyon Development IV Project with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. Prepared by Sikand Engineering, 
Sherman Oaks, CA. 
2 Diaz-Yourman & Associates. 21 January 2005. Geotechnical Investigation for Fire Station 108 County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department Santa Clarita, California. Santa Ana, CA. 
3 Wilson Geosciences, Inc. March 2005. Technical Background Report, Geologic/Seismic Site Evaluation for the Los 
Angeles County Fire Department Proposed Fire Station No. 108 Project, City of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County 
California. Altadena, CA. 
4 Pacific Soils Engineering, Inc. 9 August 2000. Final Rough Grade Geotechnical Report, Pacific Crest (Seco IV) Project, 
Lot 24, Tract No. 46909-08, Proposed Fire Station Site, Seco Canyon Area, County of Los Angeles, CA. Cypress, CA. 
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environmental changes related to geology and soils. In addition, the speed study conducted for the 
proposed project did not indicate any irreversible environmental impacts related to traffic and 
transportation. All authorized emergency vehicles shall adhere to the laws, regulations, and speed 
restrictions outlined in the County of Los Angeles Fire Department (Vehicle Operations) Emergency 
Vehicle Response Policy.5  
 
Implementation of the proposed project could result in periodic significant environmental changes 
to noise during the operational phase of the proposed project. Elevated noise levels could be 
expected to occasionally exceed the County of Los Angeles and the City of Santa Clarita Noise 
Ordinances. Noise generated by fire engine sirens leaving the fire station in response to emergency 
calls could create significant noise impacts in the surrounding residential neighborhoods east of 
Seco Canyon Road and North of Copper Hill Drive thus requiring the consideration of mitigation 
measures. However, warning sirens are not routinely used in residential communities except as 
required by Department policy.  
 
Currently, the 3-square-mile service area to be serviced by the proposed project is serviced by Fire 
Station #111 located at 26829 Seco Canyon Road, Saugus, California, approximately 3.5 miles 
south of the proposed project site. Emergency calls average approximately 2.5 response calls per 
day. Operation of the proposed Fire Station 108 would reduce the distances currently traveled by 
fire emergency vehicles leaving Fire Station 111 in response to emergencies in the Fire Station 108 
service area. Therefore, due to Fire Station 108’s centralized location in the service area, the net 
effects would be both a reduction in response times as well as shorter periods in which fire engine 
sirens would be used, thus reducing the level of environmental impacts associated with noise for 
the proposed project.  
  

                                             
5 County of Los Angeles Fire Department Vehicle Operations. 15 November 2005. Emergency Vehicle Response Policy. 
Los Angeles, CA. 
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SECTION 7.0 
GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS 

 
This section of the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (EIR) analyzes the potential for the 
County of Los Angeles Fire Station 108 (proposed project) to result in growth-inducing impacts. 
Such impacts normally occur when the proposed project fosters economic or population growth, 
or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly in the surrounding 
environment. The type of projects that are normally considered to result in growth-inducing 
impacts are those that provide infrastructure that would be suitable to support additional growth or 
remove an existing barrier to growth. In this case, the proposed project was required as a 
component of the approved Seco Canyon IV Development Project to ensure the provision of 
adequate public services. 
 
Although the proposed project would provide jobs during the construction period, it is expected 
that those jobs would be filled by the existing labor force in the area. The proposed project consists 
of the construction of a fire station that would provide patrol and emergency response services to 
an approximately 3-square-mile service area. The proposed project was originally an element of 
the Seco Canyon Development IV Project, which includes approximately 594 single-family 
dwelling units (Figure 2.1-4, Local Vicinity Map). The growth-inducing impacts for the residential 
element of the Seco Canyon Development IV Project were previously analyzed in the certified EIR 
for the Seco Canyon Development IV Project with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive, Tentative 
Tract 46908 (SCH No. 89032931).1 The development associated with the proposed project is 
consistent with the goals of the County of Los Angeles General Plan. Population projections in the 
General Plan report a projected population of 9.9 million in 2010.2 The proposed project would 
not be expected to generate new jobs or cause an excess to the projected population upon 
completion of construction, and maintenance and operation of a new 3,571-square-foot, two-story 
station, and a 1,251-square-foot station garage. The fire station structure would consist of office 
space and living quarters for the four firefighters on the premise. Three firefighters would be 
scheduled per 24-hour shift and a fourth firefighter per 12-hour shift. The station garage would 
provide parking for fire department vehicles and equipment. The fire station would be equipped 
with one fire engine, one patrol vehicle, and a 1,500-gallon diesel tank used for fueling.  
 
The proposed project is a component of an existing approved master-planned community. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not be expected to result in the construction of additional 
housing, either directly or indirectly. The proposed project does not provide infrastructure such as 
water systems, energy generation, sewer systems, schools, public services, or transportation 
improvements that could potentially support increased growth in the region. The surrounding 
regions to the immediate north, east, south, and west are all within the Santa Clarita Valley Area 
Plan (SCVAP),3 and include designated land uses: Urban-2 (U2), Nonurban-2 (N2), and Hillside 
Management (HM). Adjacent land uses within the SCVAP also include Floodway/Floodplain (W) to 
the east and Public Service Facility (P) to the southwest. The area further north of the proposed 
project site is within the Angeles National Forest. The area further west and south of the proposed 
project site, within the SCVAP, is within the jurisdiction of the City of Santa Clarita. 
                                             
1 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. September 1993. Final Environmental Impact Report for the 
Mountain View Projects with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. Prepared by Sikand Engineering, Sherman Oaks, CA. 
2 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. January 1993. County of Los Angeles General Plan: Housing 
Element. Los Angeles, CA.  
3 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. 16 February 1984 (Revised 1990). Santa Clarita Valley Area 
Plan. Los Angeles, CA. 



County of Los Angeles Fire Station 108 Draft Supplemental Environment Impact Report 
December 7, 2006 Sapphos Environmental, Inc. 
S:\1204-011\Supplemental EIR\Section 08 Organizations.doc Page 8-1 

SECTION 8.0 
ORGANIZATIONS AND PERSONS CONSULTED 

 
8.1 PUBLIC AGENCIES 
 
8.1.1 Federal 
 
Federal Aviation Administration 
 Certification Inspector .................................................................................. Elizabeth Louie 
 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
 Division Chief ......................................................................................................Ken Corey 
 
8.1.2 State 
 
Native American Heritage Commission 

 Environmental Specialist II………………………………………………………………Rob Wood 
 
Regional Water Quality Control Board 
 District Manager............................................................................................. Dave Karraker 

 
8.1.3 County of Los Angeles  
 
Chief Administrative Office 
 Capital Projects Division 
  Division Chief ................................................................................David Jan Takata 
  Principal Analyst ........................................................................... Norm Braverman 
 
Consolidated Fire Protection District 
 Construction & Maintenance Division 
  Division Chief ....................................................................................... Tim Ottman 
  Project Manager ....................................................................................Ross Pistone 
  Project Manager ....................................................................................Rocio Bailey  
  Assistant Project Manager ................................................................. Jeannie Lerman 
 Operations Division 
  Assistant Fire Chief ...................................................................................... Matt Gil  
  Community Services Representative ..............................................Stephanie English 
 Planning Division 
  Division Chief ................................................................................. Debbie Aguirre 
  GIS Analyst............................................................................................... Tim Smith 
 
Department of Regional Planning 
 Permitting and Zoning 
 Regional Planning Assistant ............................................................................Larry Jaramillo 
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County of Los Angeles Sheriff’s Department 
 Deputy................................................................................................. Guillermina Saldana 
 
8.1.4 City of Santa Clarita 
 
Department of Planning 
 Planner .................................................................................................. Jennifer Humphries 
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SECTION 9.0 
REPORT PREPARATION PERSONNEL 
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SECTION 11.0 
DISTRIBUTION LIST 

 
This section of the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (EIR) contains a list of those entities 
that were sent a Notice of Availability (NOA) for this Supplemental EIR. Copies of Volume I of the 
EIR were provided to those trustees and responsible agencies and other interested parties identified 
with a superscript (EIR). In addition, Volume II (Technical Appendices) of the EIR was provided to 
trustee and responsible agencies as necessary, to facilitate the review of the EIR (noted with 
superscript+). Responsible and trustee agencies that requested more than one copy of the EIR are 
noted.  
  
Copies of the Supplemental EIR Volumes I and II are available during the 45-day public review 
period beginning on December 7, 2006 and ending January 22, 2007 at the following libraries: 
  
Valencia Library, 23743 West Valencia Boulevard, Santa Clarita, CA 91355  
 Telephone Number: (661) 259-8942  
 Hours of Operation: Monday through Thursday (10:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m.) 

Friday (10:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.) 
Saturday (10:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.) 

    Sunday (1:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m.) 
 
Newhall Library, 22704 West 9th Street, Newhall, CA 91321 
 Telephone Number: (661) 259-0750  
 Hours of Operation: Monday through Wednesday (10:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m.) 

Thursday and Friday (10:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.) 
Saturday (10:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.) 

    Sunday (closed) 
 
In addition, copies of the Supplemental EIR are available during the 45-day public review period at 
the following location: 
 

County of Los Angeles Consolidated Fire Protection District Headquarters 
1320 North Eastern Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90063 
Contact: Tim Ottman for an appointment at (323) 881-6122 

 
Copies of the Supplemental EIR will be available for purchase at reproduction cost at the following 
location: 

 
Sapphos Environmental, Inc. 
133 Martin Alley 
Pasadena, CA 91105 
Contact: Susan Zoske for an appointment at (626) 683-3547 
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11.1 PUBLIC AGENCIES 
 
11.1.1 Federal Agencies 
 
Senator Dianne Feinstein 
United States Senate 
331 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 
Phone: (202) 224-3841 
 
11.1.2 State Agencies 
 
California Integrated Waste Management Board 
Ms. Linda Moulton 
1001 I Street 
P.O. Box 4025 
Sacramento, CA 95812 
Phone: (916) 341-6000 
 
Office of Planning & Research (EIR+ [15]) 
State Clearinghouse 
Ms. Terry Roberts 
1400 Tenth Street, Room 121 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Phone: (916) 445-0613 
 
California Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Ms. Maryam Tasniff Abassi 
5796 Corporate Avenue 
Cypress, CA 90630 
Phone: (714) 484-5300 
 
11.1.3 Regional Agencies 
 
South Coast Air Quality Management District (EIR+)  
Mr. Steve Smith 
Planning & Rule Department 
21865 East Copley Drive 
Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182 
Phone: (909) 396-2000 
 
Southern California Association of Governments (EIR+) 
Mr. Jeff Smith 
8181 West 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
Phone: (213) 236-1800 
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Los Angeles County Regional Water Quality Control Board (Region 4) (EIR+) 
Ms. Melinda Becker 
320 West 4th Street, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
Phone: (213) 576-6672 
 
11.1.4 County Agencies 
 
County of Los Angeles Chief Administrative Office (EIR+)  
Mr. Norm Braverman 
500 West Temple Street, Room 754 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Phone: (213) 974-4362 
 
County of Los Angeles Consolidated Fire Protection District (EIR+)  
Mr. Tim Ottman 
1320 North Eastern Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90063 
Phone: (323) 881-3042 
 
County of Los Angeles Consolidated Fire Protection District (EIR+)  
Mr. Ross Pistone 
1320 North Eastern Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90063 
Phone: (323) 881-3042 
 
Supervisor Michael Antonovich (EIR+)  
Fifth Supervisorial District 
500 West Temple Street, Room 856 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Phone: (213) 974-4111 
 
County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works (EIR+) 
Mr. Suk Chong 
Land Development Division 
900 South Fremont Avenue 
Alhambra, CA 91803-1331 
Phone: (626) 458-4943 
 
Los Angeles County Solid Waste Management Program 
Mr. Daniel J. Shelley, EHS lll 
5050 Commerce Drive 1st Floor 
Baldwin Park, CA 91706 
Phone: (626) 430-5569 
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County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County 
Ms. Laura Kaufman 
1955 Workman Mill Road 
Whittier, CA 90601 
Phone: (310) 699-7411 
 
County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning (EIR) 
Mr. Frank Meneses 
320 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Phone: (213) 974-6461 
 
County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works (EIR)  
Mr. Dennis Hunter 
Land Development Division 
900 South Fremont Avenue 
Alhambra, CA 91803-1331 
Phone: (626) 458-5910 
 
Office of the County Clerk 
Environmental Filings (EIR+) 
Ms. Conny B. McCormack 
12400 East Imperial Highway 
Second Floor, Room 2001 
Norwalk, CA 90650 
Phone: (562) 462-2060 
 
Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department  
Ms. Gullermina Saldana 
4700 Ramona Boulevard 
Monterey Park, CA 91754 
Phone: (323) 526-5541 
 
11.1.5 City Agencies 
 
City of Santa Clarita (EIR+) 
Mr. Paul D. Brotzman 
Planning Department 
23920 Valencia Boulevard, Suite 300 
Santa Clarita, CA 91355 
Phone: (661) 255-4367 
 
Santa Clarita Water Company (EIR) 
Mr. W.J. Manetta 
22722 West Soledad Canyon Road 
Santa Clarita, CA 91350 
Phone: (661) 259-2737 
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11.2 ORGANIZATIONS 
 
Saugus Unified School District 
Mr. Arthur Clark 
22211 West Newhall Ranch Road 
Saugus, CA 91350 
Phone: (661) 297-8800 
 
William S. Hart Union High School District 
Mr. James Bown 
21515 Redview Drive 
Santa Clarita, CA 91350 
Phone: (661) 259-0033 
 
11.3 PROPERTY OWNERS AND RESIDENTS WITHIN A 500-FOOT RADIUS  
 
Thelma Diaz    Kristian Fatzou    Cesar Bregaudit 
21644 W. Glen Canyon Place  21648 Glen Canyon Place  22163 Wild Flower Place 
Saugus, CA 91390   Saugus, CA 91390   Saugus, CA 91390 
 
Jacobs Admirald   John Park    Lori Bergeron 
29145 Garnet Canyon   29108 Garnet Canyon   28831 Phantom Trail 
Saugus, CA 91390   Saugus, CA 91390   Saugus, CA 91390 
 
Barbara Gillespie   Pierre Khnox    Juanita Sarkisian 
21638 Glen Canyon Place  2632 Glen Canyon Place  21614 Glen Canyon Place 
Santa Clarita, CA 91390  Santa Clarita, CA 91390   Santa Clarita, CA 91390 
 
Dana Hutchins    Mizuho Nagata   Alex Sanchez 
21602 Glen Canyon Place  21603 Glen Canyon Place  21609 Glen Canyon Place 
Saugus, CA 91390   Saugus, CA 91390   Saugus, CA 91390 
 
Donovan Bray    Marie Christie    Esteban Myanges 
21615 Glen Canyon Place  28744 Bridger Court   28756 Bridger Court 
Saugus, CA 91390   Saugus, CA 91390   Saugus, CA 91390 
  
Ken Stradtman    Alex Koperberg   Gary Scott 
18753 Bridger Court   28315 N. Phantom Trail  22910 W. Redwood Court 
Saugus, CA 91390   Santa Clarita, CA 91390  Saugus, CA 91390 
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Phil and Tiffany Suwa 
28920 Gateway Court 
Saugas, CA 91390-5287 
 

Michael and Deborah Lepp 
28855 Half Moon Place 
Saugas, CA 91390-5276 

Gerald and Wendy Wildman 
28679 Silverking Trail 
Santa Clarita, CA 91390-5250 

Albert A. & Susan M. Alfieri 
28754 Haskell Canyon Road 
Santa Clarita, CA 91390-5224 
 

Edgardo and Monica Halili 
21734 W. Redwood Canyon 
Road 
Santa Clarita, CA 91350 
 

Jennifer S. Martin 
28721 Placerview Trail 
Santa Clarita, CA 91360-5253 

Christopher Venn 
28744 Haskell Canyon Road 
Santa Clarita, CA 91390-5224 

Brian Plummer 
28734 Haskell Canyon Road 
Santa Clarita, CA 91390-5224 
 

Esteban Mijangos Trust 
28756 Bridger Court 
Santa Clarita, CA 91390 

Leroy J. & Valerie H. Wright 
21719 Redwood Canyon Place 
Santa Clarita, CA 91350 
 

Young & Jennie Choi 
28719 Rock Canyon Drive 
Santa Clarita, CA 91390-5278 
 

Clifford J. & Ninette P. Park 
28816 Sugar Bliss Place 
Saugas, CA 91390 

Josh Stewart 
21603 W. Kyra Court 
Santa Clarita, CA 91350 

Arturo M. & Virginia D. Rivera  
28675 Silverking Trail 
Santa Clarita, CA 91390-5250 

Derek A. & Iliana T. Faraldo 
28842 Sugar Bliss Place 
Saugas, CA 91390 
 

Ram & Hagit Mofsowitz 
28683 Silverking Trail 
Santa Clarita, CA 91390-5250 

Alpha FN 
Development Company 
28856 N. Klammath Court 
Saugas, CA 91390 

Alpha FN 
Development Company 
28862 N. Klammath Court 
Saugas, CA 91390 
 

Mohammad I. & Wida Samayee 
28734 Placerview Trail 
Santa Clarita, CA 91350 
 

Barbara Tobias 
28872 Klamath Court 
Saugas, CA 91390 

Curtis E. & Kelly R. Leach 
28867 Klamath Court 
Saugas, CA 91390 

Mark & Elizabeth Christie 
28774 Bridger Court 
Santa Clarita, CA 91390 

Jonathan R. & Elaine C. Wilker 
288861 Klamath Court 
Saugas, CA 91390 
 

Dori A. Wolfenstein 
28855 Klamath Court # K 
Saugas, CA 91390 

Thomas R. & Kara S. Lavoise 
28820 Sugar Bliss Place 
Saugas, CA 91390 

Alan Safdeye & Amy Trust 
28872 Rock Canyon Drive 
Saugas, CA 91390  
 

Alpha FN Development Co. 
28878 N. Rock Canyon Drive 
Saugas, CA 91350 

Donna Stewart 
28822 Rock Canyon Drive 
Saugas, CA 91390 

Sean P. & Lisa E. Laughlin 
28867 Rock Canyon Drive 
Saugas, CA 91390 

Daniel and Lorraine Kurowski 
28859 Rock Canyon Drive 
Saugas, CA 91390 
 

Gregory & Christine R. Mucha 
28851 Half Moon Place 
Saugas, CA 91390 

Joyce Bucks 
28873 Klamath Court 
Santa Clarita, CA 91390 

Anthony & Kimberly Savant 
28854 Half Moon Place 
Saugas, CA 91390 
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Greg & Terri Stair 
28834 Rock Canyon Drive 
Saugas, CA 91390 

Lewis & Joann Beauregard 
28807 Phantom Trail 
Santa Clarita, CA 91390 

Joel Green & Charlene Perrone 
28812 Rock Canyon Drive 
Santa Clarita, CA 91390 
 

Bruce & Jane Choate 
28806 Rock Canyon Drive 
Santa Clarita, CA 91390 
 

Luis & Thelma Diaz 
21644 Glen Canyon Place 
Santa Clarita, CA 91390 

Terry & Carol Pratt 
28808 Sugar Bliss Place 
Santa Clarita, CA 91390 
 

Michael & Denise Wertz 
28804 Sugar Bliss Place 
Santa Clarita, CA 91390 

Arthur Michael 
21641 Glen Canyon Place 
Santa Clarita, CA 91390 

Alex Koperberg 
28815 Phantom Trail 
Santa Clarita, CA 91390 
 

Marianne Bakic 
28823 Phantom Trail 
Santa Clarita, CA 91390 

Teresa Curtis 
28766 Bridger Court 
Santa Clarita, CA 91390 

Kristian Fatzov 
21648 Glen Canyon Place 
Santa Clarita, CA 91390 
 

Anthony & Monika Benitez 
28760 Bridger Court 
Santa Clarita, CA 91390 

Jerry and Marcy James 
28744 Haskell Canyon Road 
Santa Clarita, CA91390 
 

Michael Klymciw Truts 
21649 Glen Canyon Place 
Santa Clarita, CA 91390 

C. and D. Bedford 
28261 River Trail Lane 
Valencia, CA 91354 
 

Belo and Agnes Denkinger  
21670 W. Rose Canyon Lane 
Santa Clarita, CA 91390 
 

Fred Elam 
28862 Klamath Court 
Saugus, CA 91390 

Bill Wittenberg 
28541 N. Haskell Canyon Road 
Saugus, CA 91390-5207 

  

 



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
FIRE STATION 108 

 
 

DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
 

VOLUME II 
APPENDICES 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PREPARED FOR: 
 

County of Los Angeles  
Consolidated Fire Protection District 

1320 North Eastern Avenue 
Los Angeles, California 90063 

Contact: Mr. Tim Ottman 
 
 
 

PREPARED BY: 
 

Sapphos Environmental, Inc. 
133 Martin Alley 

Pasadena, California 91105 
 
 
 
 

December 7, 2006 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 
VOLUME II 
 
APPENDICES 
 
A NOP and Comment Letters 
B Air Quality Analysis 
C Geotechnical Investigation 
D Final Rough Grade Geotechnical Report 
E Acoustical Analysis 
F Speed Analysis 
 

County of Los Angeles Fire Station 108 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 
December 7, 2006 Sapphos Environmental, Inc. 
S:\1204-011\Draft Supplemental EIR\TOC 2.Doc Page i 



APPENDIX A 
NOP AND COMMENT LETTERS 



 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
 FIRE DEPARTMENT 

 1320 NORTH EASTERN AVENUE 
 LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90063-3294 

P. MICHAEL FREEMAN    
FIRE CHIEF 
FORESTER & FIRE WARDEN 

SERVING THE UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CITIES OF: 
AGOURA HILLS 
ARTESIA 
AZUSA 
BALDWIN PARK 
BELL 
BELL GARDENS 
BELLFLOWER 

BRADBURY 
CALABASAS 
CARSON 
CERRITOS 
CLAREMONT 
COMMERCE 
COVINA 

CUDAHY 
DIAMOND BAR 
DUARTE 
EL MONTE 
GARDENA 
GLENDORA 
HAWAIIAN GARDENS 

HAWTHORNE 
HIDDEN HILLS 
HUNTINGTON PARK 
INDUSTRY 
INGLEWOOD 
IRWINDALE 
LA CANADA-FLINTRIDGE 

LA MIRADA 
LA PUENTE 
LAKEWOOD 
LANCASTER 
LAWNDALE 
LOMITA 
LYNWOOD 

MALIBU 
MAYWOOD 
NORWALK 
PALMDALE 
PALOS VERDES ESTATES 
PARAMOUNT 
PICO RIVERA 

POMONA 
RANCHO PALOS VERDES 
ROLLING HILLS 
ROLLING HILLS ESTATES 
ROSEMEAD 
SAN DIMAS 
SANTA CLARITA 

SIGNAL HILL 
SOUTH EL MONTE 
SOUTH GATE 
TEMPLE CITY 
WALNUT 
WEST HOLLYWOOD 
WESTLAKE VILLAGE 
WHITTIER 

 

(323) 881-6122 
Fax (323) 881-3025 

 
 
 
 
To: Office of Planning and Research  

State Clearinghouse 
Attn: Ms. Terry Roberts 
1400 Tenth Street, Room 121 
Sacramento, California 95814 

 
 
From:   Tim Ottman, Construction and Maintenance Division 
 
 
Date Mailed: April 3, 2006 
 
In conformance with Section 15082 of the State of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines, the County of Los Angeles Fire Department (Fire Protection District) will be the Lead Agency 
and will prepare a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the County of Los Angeles Fire 
Station 108 (proposed project). The County of Los Angeles is seeking input from regulatory agencies and 
other interested parties regarding the scope and content of the environmental information to be included 
in the Supplemental EIR. Scoping has been helpful to agencies in identifying the range of actions, 
alternatives, mitigation measures, and significant effects to be analyzed in depth in a Supplemental EIR 
and in eliminating detailed studies of issues found not to be important. Responsible and Trustee Agencies 
will need to use the Supplemental EIR prepared by the County of Los Angeles Fire Department when 
considering permitting or other approval for the proposed project. 
 
1. Scoping Period:  
 

 Starting Date: April 24, 2006 Ending Date: May 26, 2006 
 
Due to the time limits mandated by state law, the response must be sent at the earliest possible date but 
not later than 30 days after receipt of this notice. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Please send letters of comment on the Notice of Preparation to: 
 

MR. TIM OTTMAN 
CONSTRUCTION AND MAINTENANCE DIVISION CHIEF  

CONSOLIDATED FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT HEADQUARTERS 
1320 NORTH EASTERN AVENUE 

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90063 
 

In addition, a public scoping meeting will be held on April 26, 2006 from 6:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. at the 
County of Los Angeles Fire Station 126, Community Room, located at 26320 Citrus Street, Santa Clarita, 
California 91355. 
 
2. Project Location: 
 
The proposed project would be located on a 1.41-acre site at 28799 North Rock Canyon Drive located in 
an unincorporated area of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County. The proposed project site is located on the 
U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute series Newhall topographic quadrangle. The elevation of the 
graded pad at the proposed project site ranges from a high point of 1,608 feet to a low point of 1,604 feet 
above mean sea level (msl). Slope gradients range from gentle to very steep. The proposed project would 
be located in the northwest portion of unincorporated Los Angeles County, approximately one mile north 
of the city of Santa Clarita and six miles north from the commercial core of Valencia in the Valencia 
Industrial Center. The proposed project site is approximately five miles east of Interstate 5 and 
approximately five miles northwest of State Highway 14, and is situated east of the recently constructed 
Tract 45137 and south of the Angeles National Forest. The proposed project site is located approximately 
500-feet south of the intersections of North Rock Canyon Drive and Phantom Trail and on the west side 
of North Rock Canyon Drive approximately 300-feet north of the North Rock Canyon Drive and Haskell 
Canyon Road intersections.  
 
3. Project Title: 
 
County of Los Angeles Fire Station 108 
 
4. Project Description: 
 
The proposed project consists of the construction of a new fire station that would service the local 
existing and anticipated needs of the growing community. The major elements of the proposed project 
and the potential construction scenario include 1.41 acres of a graded pad at 28799 North Rock Canyon 
Road in the unincorporated area of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County. The two-story fire station would 
house office space and living quarters in approximately 3,571 square feet. The station garage would 
provide apparatus parking in approximately 1,251 square feet. The exterior of the structure would be 
designed like the adjacent existing tract houses.  Firefighters will be on site in rotating shifts: three 
firefighters will be scheduled per 24-hour shift and a fourth firefighter as needed per 12-hour shift. The 
fire station would be equipped with one fire engine, one patrol vehicle, and a 1,000-gallon diesel tank 
that would be located at the rear of the station for fueling the fire engines and patrol vehicles. A diesel-
powered generator would be placed at the rear of the station with a self-contained 500-gallon diesel fuel 
tank. The generator would only be used during power outages and during a weekly 30-minute test. Small 
quantities (5-gallon containers) of gasoline would be kept onsite for domestic uses around the station. 
Outdoor parking would be provided for station staff. Landscaping around the fire station would be 
consistent with the landscaping of the tract and would feature native drought tolerant species.  
 



 
 
5. Scoping Meeting:  

 
On April 26, 2006, the County of Los Angeles Fire Department and Chief Administrative Office will host 
a public scoping meeting to review the various project elements and solicit information on the scope of 
the Supplemental EIR in relation to CEQA. The meeting will be held at 6:00 p.m. in the Community 
Room at Fire Station 126 located at 26320 Citrus Street, Santa Clarita, California 91355. Please direct any 
questions regarding this meeting to Ms. Jeannie Lerman at (661) 775-9776. 
 
For additional information, contact: 

 
MR. TIM OTTMAN 

CONSTRUCTION AND MAINTENANCE DIVISION CHIEF  
CONSOLIDATED FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT HEADQUARTERS 

1320 NORTH EASTERN AVENUE 
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90063 
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THE PROJECT 
 
The proposed project is the construction of a new fire station to serve the unincorporated 
northwest section of Santa Clarita north of the Saugus community.  The site is approximately 
one mile north of the City of Santa Clarita and six miles from the commercial Valencia Industrial 
Center, and is approximately five miles east of the I-5 freeway and five miles northwest of State 
Highway 14.   
 
The station would be built at 28799 North Rock Canyon Road.  The two-story structure would be 
built on an already graded 1.41 acre pad and would consist of 3,571 square feet of office and 
living space.  The station garage would provide apparatus parking in approximately 911 square 
feet.  There would be three firefighters on the premises 24 hours a day.  The station would be 
equipped with one fire engine, and no engine fueling would occur on the site.  Small quantities 
of gasoline would be kept on site for domestic uses around the station. 
 
The project site is irregular in shape.  Vegetation consists of grasslands and disturbed coastal 
sage-chaparral.  The station would primarily serve the local Seco Canyon residential 
development.   
 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
 
The California Air Resources Board (CARB) divides the state into air basins that share similar 
meteorological and topographical features.  Santa Clarita is in the South Coast Air Basin 
(SCAB), a 6,600-square-mile area comprising all of Orange County and the non-desert portions 
of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties.  The SCAB’s climate and topography 
are highly conducive to the formation and transport of air pollution.  
  
Regulatory and Planning Requirements for the South Coast Air Basin 
 
Federal Attainment Status 
 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) establishes and regularly reviews air quality 
standards to protect public health with an adequate margin of safety.  There are six federally 
regulated pollutants (ozone, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide, lead, and fine 
particulate matter).  The ozone standard was historically measured over one-hour.  In 2004, a 
new eight-hour ozone standard superseded the one-hour standard.  Also in 2004, a new PM2.5 
standard for very fine particulates (those particulates measuring 2.5 micrograms or less in 
diameter) was added to the existing PM10 (particulates measuring 10 micrograms or less) 
standard. 
 
Ozone forms in the atmosphere when nitrogen oxides (NOx) and reactive organic compounds 
(ROC) combine in the presence of sunlight.  NOx is a byproduct of fuel combustion; sources 
include gasoline-powered vehicle engines and power plants and refineries.  ROC is emitted by 
vehicles and from industrial and commercial processes, including paints, coatings, and solvents.  
Nitrogen dioxide is a secondary contaminant formed when NOx combines in the atmosphere 
\with oxygen.  Sulfur dioxide results when sulfur oxides, emitted from burning fuel containing 
high amounts of sulfur, combine with oxygen.  Sulfur dioxide is a major pollutant in areas of the 
country that burn high-sulfur coal in power plants rather than natural gas, as occurs locally.  
Carbon monoxide (CO) results from incomplete combustion.  Gasoline-fueled automobiles were 
the major source of CO before extensive controls, including seasonal changes in gasoline 
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composition, were enacted.  Lead is no longer a major air pollutant since lead was banned in 
gasoline.   Fine particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), as well as larger particulates, are emitted 
through many natural and man-made sources and processes, including soil disturbance, salts in 
sea spray, vehicle exhausts, and smokestacks as a byproduct of fuel combustion, etc. 
 
Under the 1990 Clean Air Act, the SCAB was designated the nation’s only "extreme" ozone (O3) 
non-attainment area, which it remained until the EPA “bumped up” California’s San Joaquin 
Valley Air Basin from “severe” to “extreme” in October 2001.  “Extreme” ozone non-attainment 
areas were given until 2010 to achieve the national 1-hour ozone standard. Based on criteria in 
the 1990 Clean Air Act, the SCAB was also designated a “serious” non-attainment area for both 
carbon monoxide (CO) and respirable particulate matter (PM10).   
 
The 1990 Clean Air Act sets CO and PM10 attainment deadlines in “serious” non-attainment 
areas at 2000 and 2005, respectively.  The 8-hour CO standard was not met in the SCAB in 
2000.  Although no CO standard was exceeded anywhere in the SCAB in 2001, the 8-hour 
federal standard was exceeded twice in 2000 in the South Central Los Angeles County Source-
Receptor Area.  EPA regulations specify that an area attains the CO standard when there are 
two years of data with no more than one exceedance at any one monitoring station.  The 2003 
AQMP states that the CO attainment requirements were met in 2002.  However, the SCAQMD 
has not yet requested that the EPA redesignate the SCAB as an attainment area for the national 
CO standards. 
 
The national nitrogen dioxide (NO2) standard was regularly exceeded in Los Angeles County 
until 1992, and the SCAB was the only NO2 non-attainment area in the nation in 1998 when the 
EPA changed the designation to “attainment.” 
 
In July 1997, the EPA promulgated a new 8-hour standard for ozone and a new standard for 
fine particulate matter (PM2.5).  On April 15, 2004, the EPA released its list of 8-hour ozone 
non-attainment areas, together with the deadline for each non-attainment area to attain the 
standard.  Areas with the highest 8-hour concentrations and the greatest number of days 
exceeding the new standard were given the longest time to reach attainment.  The South Coast 
Air Basin is in the most severely degraded ozone category and was given 17 years, or until 
2021, to reach the new 8-hour standard. 
 
On December 2004, the EPA designated the entire South Coast, San Diego, and San Joaquin 
Valley air basins as the only PM2.5 non-attainment areas in California. 
 
State Standards 
 
California standards are generally stricter than national standards, but have no penalty for non-
attainment.  California and national ambient air standards, together with the health effects of 
each contaminant, are shown on Table 1. 
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Table 1:  Ambient Air Quality Standards 
 

Air Pollutant State Standard National Standards Health Effect 
  Primary Secondary  

Ozone (O3) 0.09 ppm, 1-hr. avg. 
  

0.12 ppm, 1-hr. 
avg. 
0.08 ppm, 8-hr. 
avg. 

0.12 ppm, 1-hr. avg. 
0.08 ppm, 8-hr. avg. 

Aggravation of 
respiratory and  
cardiovascular 
diseases; Impairment 
of cardiopulmonary 
function 

Respirable 
Particulate 
Matter (PM10) 
 

50 µg/m3, 24-hr. avg. 
20 µg/m3 AGM 
 

150 µg/m3, 24-hr. 
avg. 
50 µg/m3 AAM 
 

150 µg/m3, 24-hr. 
avg.;  
50 µg/m3 AAM 
 

Fine Particulate 
Matter (PM2.5) 

No 24-hr., State std. 
12µg/m3 AGM 

65µg/m3, 24-hr. 
avg. 
15 µg/m3 AAM 

65 µg/m3, 24-hr. 
avg. 
15 µg/m3 AAM 

Increased cough and 
chest discomfort; 
Reduced lung function; 
Aggravation of 
respiratory and cardio-
respiratory diseases 

Carbon Monoxide 
(CO) 

9.0 ppm, 8-hr. avg. 
20 ppm. 1-hr. avg. 

  9 ppm, 8-hr. avg. 
35 ppm, 1-hr. avg. 

None Aggravation of 
 respiratory diseases  
(asthma, emphysema) 

Nitrogen Dioxide 
 (NO2) 

0.25 ppm, 1-hr. avg. 0.053 ppm, annual 
 avg. 

0.053 ppm, annual 
 avg. 

Aggravation of 
respiratory illness 

Sulfur Dioxide 
(SO2) 

.25 ppm 1-hr. 
0.04 ppm, 24-hr avg.  

0.03 ppm, annual 
avg. 
0.14 ppm, 24-hr. 
avg. 

0.5 ppm, 3-hr. avg. Aggravation of 
respiratory diseases 
(asthma, emphysema) 

Lead 
(Pb) 

1.5 µg/m3, monthly 
 avg. 

1.5 µg/m3, 
calendar 
 Quarter 

1.5 µg/m3 Impaired blood, nerve 
function; Behavioral and 
hearing problems in 
children 

Visibility-Reducing 
Particles 

Extinction coefficient 
of 0.23 per km, 
visibility of 10 miles 
at relative humidity 
less than 70%, 1 
observation 

   

Sulfates 
(SO4) 

25 µg/m3, 24-hr. avg.   Increased morbidity 
and mortality in 
conjunction with other 
pollutants 

Hydrogen Sulfide 
(H2S) 

0.03 ppm, 1-hr. avg.   Toxic at very high 
Concentrations 

Vinyl Chloride  
 

0.010 ppm, 24-hr. 
avg. 

  Carcinogenic 

Note:   ppm = parts per million by volume            µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter              
               AAM = annual arithmetic mean                   AGM = annual geometric mean 
Source:    California Air Resources Board, July 9, 2003 
 
 
 
State Planning 
 
CARB approves the regional plans from each planning area in California for incorporation in the 
State Implementation Plan (SIP) for California.  It also is responsible for preparing the portions 
of the SIP related to mobile and many area source control measures and prepares advisory 
information on air pollution issues for use by other government entities. 
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Regional Planning  
 
The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) and the Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG) jointly prepare the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) 
for the SCAB.  The AQMP contains measures to meet California and federal requirements.  
When approved by CARB and the federal EPA, the AQMP becomes part of the SIP. 
 
The agencies adopted a new AQMP in 1989 to meet national standards, amended it in 1991 to 
meet California standards and revised the AQMP again in 1994 and 1997.  The EPA approved 
the 1994 AQMP in 1996 as part of the SIP.  After the EPA announced that it had concerns 
about the ozone control strategies in the 1997 AQMP, the SCAQMD revised the document in 
1999 to address the EPA issues.  The revised plan, now known as the 1997/1999 AQMP, was 
approved by the EPA on May 10, 2000, and replaced the 1994 AQMP as the federally 
enforceable SIP for the SCAB. 
 
The SCAQMD and SCAG most recently revised the 1999 AQMP in 2003, and the SCAQMD 
adopted the revised plan as the 2003 AQMP on August 1, 2003.  CARB approved the 2003 
AQMP in October 2003 and forwarded it to the EPA.  When approved, it will replace the 1999 
AQMP as the SIP for the SCAB. 
 
 
EXISTING AIR QUALITY 
 
The SCAQMD is responsible for monitoring air quality in the SCAB, and for adopting controls, in 
conjunction with CARB, to improve air quality.  The SCAQMD has established source-receptor 
areas (SRAs) for monitoring air pollution, based on topographical and meteorological barriers.  
The project site is in SRA 13, the Santa Clarita Valley. 
 
Peak ozone concentrations in the SCAB over the past two decades have occurred at the base 
of the mountains around Azusa and Glendora in Los Angeles County and at Crestline in the 
mountains above the City of San Bernardino.  Both peak ozone concentrations and the number 
of days when the standards were exceeded decreased everywhere in the SCAB throughout the 
1990s.  Carbon monoxide concentrations also dropped significantly throughout the SCAB as a 
result of strict new emission controls and reformulated gasoline sold in winter months. 
 
CARB and the U.S. EPA establish ambient air quality standards for major pollutants at 
thresholds intended to protect public health.  The SCAQMD maintains air monitoring stations 
throughout the SCAB to monitor air quality and determine whether air quality in each SRA 
meets state and national standards and, if not, by how often the standards are exceeded.  The 
proposed project is in SRA 13, the Santa Clarita Valley. 
 
As it did elsewhere in the SCAB, overall air quality improved in SRA 13 throughout the 1990s.  
In 1990, the peak ozone concentration in SRA 13 was 0.23 ppm and the State ozone standard 
was exceeded 115 times.  In 2000, the peak reading at that same station was 0.13 ppm and the 
State ozone standard was exceeded 31 times. 
 
Air quality readings for the most recent five years for which data are available at the Santa 
Clarita air monitoring station are shown in Table 2. 
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Table 2:  Air Quality Readings—Santa Clarita Valley, SRA 13 
 
 
Pollutant Standards 

 

1999 
 

2000 
 

2001 
 

 
2002 

 

 
2003 

 
Ozone (O3) 
  State standard (1-hr. avg. 0.09 ppm) 
  National standard (1-hr avg. 0.12 ppm) 
  National standard (8-hr avg. 0.08 ppm) 
  Maximum 1-hr concentration (in ppm) 
  Maximum 8-hr concentration (in ppm)  
  Days state (1-hr) standard exceeded 
  Days national 1-hr standard exceeded 
  Days national 8-hr standard exceeded 

 
 
 
 
 

0.12 
0.10 
18 
0 

13 

 
 
 
 
 

0.13 
0.11 
31 
1 

16 

 
 
 
 
 

0.18 
0.13 
49 
9 

27 

 
 
 
 
 

0.17 
0.145 

81 
32 
56 

 
 
 
 
 

0.19 
0.152 

89 
35 
69 

 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
  State standard (1-hr. avg. 20 ppm) 
  National standard (1-hr avg. 35 ppm) 
  State standard (8-hr. avg.  9.0 ppm) 
  National standard (8-hr avg.  9 ppm) 
  Maximum concentration 1-hr period (in ppm) 
  Maximum concentration 8-hr period (in ppm) 
  Days state/nat'l 1-hr standards exceeded 
  Days state/nat’l 8-hr standard exceeded 

 
 
 
 
 
 
3 

1.7 
0 
0 

 
 
 
 
 
 
6 

4.9 
0 
0 

 
 
 
 
 
 
6 

3.14 
0 
0 

 
 
 
 
 
 
3 

1.9 
0 
0 

 
 
 
 
 
 
3 

1.7 
0 
0 

 
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) 
  State standard (1-hr avg. 0.25 ppm) 
  National standard (0.0534 AAM in ppm) 
  Annual arithmetic mean (in ppm) 
  Percent national standard exceeded 
  Maximum 1-hr concentration 
  Days state 1-hr standard exceeded   

 
 
 
 

0.0284 
0 

0.10 
0 

 
 
 
 

0.0246 
0 

0.10 
0 

 
 
 
 

0.0239 
0 

0.10 
0 

 
 
 
 

0.0200 
0 

0.10 
0 

 
 
 
 

0.0221 
0 

0.12 
0 

 
Fine Particulates (PM10) 
  State standard (24-hr. avg. 50 µg/m3) 
  National standard (24-hr avg. 150 µg/m3) 
  Maximum 24-hr concentration 
  Percent samples exceeding state standard 
  Percent samples exceeding national standard 

 
 
 
 

75 
21 
0 

 
 
 
 

64 
7 
0 

 
 
 
 

62 
7 
0 

 
 
 
 

61 
11.7 

0 

 
 
 
 

72 
16.4 

0 
 
Respirable Particulates (PM2.5) 
  National standard (24-hr avg. 65 µg/m3) 
  Maximum 24-hr concentration 
  Percent samples exceeding national standard 

 
 

NM 

 
 

NM 

 
 

NM 

 
 

NM 

 
 

NM 

Ppm = parts per million 
µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 
ND = No Data 
NM = Not Monitored 
 
Source:  SCAQMD Annual Air Quality Data. 1999-2003 
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Summary of Existing Air Quality 
 
Although ozone air quality greatly improved over the last decade in SRA 13, the past five years 
show that that trend has stopped. Although pollutant concentrations vary from year to year, 
depending on weather conditions, ozone concentrations and the number of times when the 
standards are exceeded increased every year over the period.  Carbon monoxide 
concentrations are low, varying somewhat from year to year, and the 8-hour concentrations 
fluctuate more than the 1-hour concentrations.  Both 1-hour and 8-hour CO concentrations 
steadily declined over the 5-year period.  PM10 concentrations are affected by meteorology, but 
are relatively stable in SRA 13.  The state 24-hour PM10 standard is exceeded less than 10% of 
the time, and the national standard has not been exceeded any time in the period.  PM2.5 is not 
monitored in SRA 13. 
 
 
SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS 
 
A project's air quality impacts can be separated into short-term impacts due to construction and 
long-term permanent impacts from project operations.  Determination of significant impact is the 
responsibility of the lead agency, which is the County of Los Angeles. 
 
For air quality, the County relies on significance thresholds recommended by the SCAQMD in 
its CEQA Air Quality Handbook (the “SCAQMD CEQA Handbook”), as revised in November 
1993 and approved by the SCAQMD’s Board of Directors. 
 
The SCAQMD's emission thresholds apply to all federally regulated air pollutants except lead, 
which is not exceeded in the SCAB.  Construction and operational emissions are considered by 
the SCAQMD to be significant if they exceed the thresholds shown in Table 3. 
 
 

Table 3:  Emissions Thresholds of Significance  
Pollutant Construction Operations 

 
 pounds/day tons/quarter pounds/day 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 550 24.75 550 

Sulfur Oxides (SOx) 150 6.75 150 

Particulate Matter (PM10) 150 6.75 150 

Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) 100 2.5 55 

Volatile organic compounds (VOC) 75 2.5 55 

Source: SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, 1993 

 
 
Carbon monoxide emissions from a project are significant if they cause CO concentrations at 
impacted locations to exceed a national or State standard or, in an area that already exceeds a 
standard, to increase CO concentrations by more than one part per million (ppm) averaged over 
one hour or 0.45 ppm averaged over eight hours. 
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In addition, the SCAQMD CEQA Handbook lists additional indicators of potential air quality 
impacts (Secondary Effects), including: 
 

$ Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 
 

$ Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation? 

 
$ Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 

which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard (including release in emissions which exceed 
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

 
$ Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, including toxic 

pollutants? 
 

$ Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? 
 
If the total population accommodated by a new project, together with the existing population and 
the projected population from all other planned projects in the subarea, does not exceed the 
growth projections for that subarea incorporated in the most recently adopted AQMP, the 
completed project is consistent with the AQMP.  The AQMP is region-wide and accounts for, 
and offsets cumulative increases in emissions that are the result of anticipated growth 
throughout the region. 
 
Sensitive receptors may warrant additional mitigation even when emissions are below the 
significance thresholds established by the SCAQMD.  Ambient air standards are established to 
protect the average person from health effects associated with air pollution.  The standards 
include an “adequate margin of safety.”  However, some people are particularly sensitive to 
some pollutants.  These sensitive people include persons with respiratory illnesses or impaired 
lung function because of other illnesses, as well as the elderly and children.  Facilities and 
structures where these sensitive people live or spend considerable amounts of time are known 
as sensitive receptors.  The SCAQMD is currently revising its CEQA Handbook, which will be 
renamed the Air Quality Analysis Guidance Handbook, when the revisions are complete. 
Chapters of the new handbook are posted on the SCAQMD website as they are completed.  To 
date, the following chapters have been revised: 

 Chapter 2 – Improving Air Quality and the AQMD’s Role 

 Chapter 3 – Basic Air Quality Information 

 Chapter 4 – Early Consultation and Sensitive Receptor Siting Criteria 

None of the chapters that address significance thresholds, emission factors, modeling, 
assessment procedures, etc. has been revised to date, although the SCAQMD has issued new 
modeling guidelines for local governments to consider in determining potential PM10 
concentrations on nearby sensitive receptors.  Chapter 4 defines land uses considered to be 
sensitive receptors as long-term health care facilities, rehabilitation centers, convalescent 
centers, retirement homes, residences, schools, playgrounds, child care centers, and athletic 
facilities. 
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Odors associated with some projects may cause a nuisance that is not covered by the 
SCAQMD’s emission thresholds.  These odors may result during construction from disturbing 
soil that has formerly been saturated with an odoriferous substance or they may be associated 
with new uses that would occur after the project is completed.  In addition, diesel particulate 
emissions from some construction equipment and trucks could expose sensitive receptors to 
toxic air contaminants.  Completion of a project could expose future sensitive receptors to air 
toxics if the project is near an existing source of toxic emissions, such as diesel trucks on a 
major highway or arterial. 
 
Peak quarter emissions need not be considered in determining significance if a project already 
exceeds peak day construction thresholds, unless proposed mitigation lowers peak day 
emissions to less than significant but may not be sufficient to reduce peak quarter emissions 
below the threshold.  In that case, additional mitigation may be necessary. 
 
 
CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 
 
Construction impacts may be regional or local and include airborne dust from demolition, 
grading, excavation, and dirt hauling, and gaseous emissions from the use of heavy equipment, 
delivery and dirt hauling trucks, employee vehicles, and paints and coatings.  Regional 
pollutants, such as ozone, are those where emissions from many sources combine in the 
atmosphere and impact areas far removed from the emission sources.  Local pollutants are 
those where the impacts occur very close to the source.  Examples of the latter include carbon 
monoxide or large particulate matter (fugitive dust) that settles in the vicinity of the source and 
does not become airborne. 
 
The construction schedule submitted by the applicant indicates construction would occur over a 
7-month period from January 2006 to August 2006.  Because there could be overlap between 
construction phases and all are of short duration, the entire construction period was considered 
to be the peak period. 
 
Equipment and grading emissions were analyzed according to formulas contained in the 
SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, and vehicle emissions were analyzed with the CARB 
emissions model, EMFAC 2002, version 2.2, September 23, 2002. 
 
Peak day emissions are shown in Table 6.  Total construction emissions are shown in Table 7.  
Peak quarter emissions are assumed to be the same as total emissions for this analysis.  Peak 
quarter significance thresholds are only used to determine if a project has the potential to have 
significant impacts when peak day emissions are below the threshold.  All numbers are rounded 
to the nearest whole number. 
 
Grading and Excavation 
 
Although the project site has already been graded, the uneven terrain may require some minor 
leveling and the use of small amounts of imported fill.  Since the project site only totals 1.41 
acres, it is a small operation under SCAQMD Rule 403.  On April 2, 2004, the SCAQMD 
amended Rule 403 to make certain control measures applicable to all construction projects in 
the SCAB unless they are specifically exempted by the rule, and to change the definition of 
large operation from 100 acres to 50 acres.  Large operations are required to submit a fully 
executed Large Operation Notification Form (Form 403 N) to the Executive Office of the 
SCAQMD within 7 days of qualifying as a large operation and to maintain daily records to 
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document the specific control actions taken.  The proposed project is not required to submit a 
Large Operation Notification Form to the SCAQMD prior to beginning grading, but would be 
required to implement the control measures that apply to all construction projects in the SCAB, 
regardless of size. 
 
These control measures are intended to ensure that no dust emissions from the project are 
visible beyond the property boundaries and minimize visible emissions of PM10.  The control 
measures incorporated in the Rule are available in a newly revised Rule 403 Implementation 
Handbook, which contains the required and suggested control measures, as well as supporting 
documentation on what chemical sealants are allowed, etc.  Measures applicable to this project 
are included in the Mitigation section of this report. 
 
SCAQMD Rule 402, Nuisance, also would apply to this project.  Most of the fugitive dust 
associated with construction is composed of particles larger than 10 microns in diameter.  
Although these larger particles settle out quickly and are not the cause of the health effects 
associated with the smaller sized particles (PM10 and PM2.5), they can damage plants and 
property sufficiently to qualify as a nuisance.  Rule 402 prohibits visible dust emissions from 
extending beyond the project boundaries.  The same mitigation measures used to control PM10 
also control the larger particles. 
 
Equipment 
 
Table 4 lists the diesel equipment required for construction and the number days each would be 
required. The analysis assumes that all of the equipment would be operating on the peak day 
and would operate 8 hours/day.  Diesel emissions have been declared a toxic pollutant by 
CARB.  Emissions were calculated according to tables contained in the SCAQMD CEQA Air 
Quality Handbook. 
 

Table 4:  Diesel Equipment 
 

Type Approximate 
Quantity 

Total Number of 
Days of Operation 

Dozer 1 2 
Grader 1 2 
Back Hoe 1 5 
Roller 1 10 
Water Truck 1 2 

 
 
Trucks 
 
Various types of trucks would be needed during the overall construction period.  For purposes of 
this analysis, all trucks were assumed to be in use on the peak day.  Each truck was assumed 
to travel an average of 15 miles each way.  Emissions were calculated with the CARB 
emissions model, EMFAC 2002, version 2.2, September 23, 2002. 
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Table 5:  Trucks 
 

Type Approximate 
Quantity 

Approximate 
Number 
of Trips 

To and From Site  

Total Number of 
Days 

of Operation 

Pick Up Truck 4 4 150 
Dump Truck  4 4 5 
Hydroseed Truck 1 4 4 
Concrete Mix Truck 10 10 10 
Materials Delivery  24 24 10 
 
Employee Vehicles 
 
There will be a maximum of five construction workers on the peak day.  Five workers are 
assumed for the entire construction period, although there will be fewer than five outside the 
peak period.  Emissions were calculated with the CARB emissions model, EMFAC 2002, 
version 2.2, September 23, 2002. 
 
Sensitive Receptors 
 
As previously noted, CARB has identified diesel particulate emissions as carcinogenic air toxics.  
Cancer risk is cumulative, based on lifetime exposure, and exposure to any amount should be 
mitigated.  Although there would be very low concentrations of diesel particulate emissions 
during any day of construction, construction workers should be advised to wear masks when 
working near diesel equipment or diesel trucks.  All diesel equipment should be fitted with 
particulate filters or traps when feasible. 
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Table 6:  Peak Day Construction Emissions (in pounds per day) Without Mitigation 

 
Source Category 

 
Pollutant 

 Carbon 
Monoxide 

(CO) 

Volatile 
Organic 

Compounds 
(VOC) 

Oxides of 
Nitrogen 
(NOx) 

Oxides of 
Sulfur 
(SOx) 

Particulate Matter 
(PM10) 

Earthmoving/ 
Grading      37 

Diesel-Powered Equipment 30 5 69 7 4 

Trucks 32 3 27 0 1 

Worker Trips 2 0 0 0 0 

MAXIMUM PEAK DAY 
CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS 64 8 96 7 42 

SCAQMD Daily Significance 
Threshold 550 75 100 150 150 

Significant? YES YES YES NO YES 

Numbers rounded to nearest whole number 
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Table 7:  Total Construction Emissions (in pounds) Without Mitigation 

 
Source Category 

 
Pollutant 

 Carbon 
Monoxide 

(CO) 

Volatile 
Organic 

Compounds 
(VOC) 

Oxides of 
Nitrogen 
(NOx) 

Oxides of 
Sulfur 
(SOx) 

Particulate Matter 
(PM10) 

Earthmoving/ 
Grading      5,584 

Diesel-Powered Equipment 109 21 250 24 15 

Trucks 526 50 840 2 8 

Worker Trips 252 20 22 0 2 

MAXIMUM CONSTRUCTION 
EMISSIONS 887 91 1,112 26 5,609 

SCAQMD Peak  Quarter 
Significance Threshold 
(in pounds) 

49,500 5,000 5,000 13,500 13,500 

Significant? NO NO NO NO NO 

Numbers rounded to nearest whole number 

 
 
Summary of Construction Impacts 
 
As shown in Tables 6 and 7, emissions of all pollutants would be well below SCAQMD’s 
significance thresholds without mitigation. 
 
 
CONSTRUCTION MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
Although both daily and total emissions are less than significant and no mitigation is required to 
comply with CEQA, the following mitigation measures should be used to be consistent with Rule 
403. 
 

A. Water exposed surfaces 2 times a day. 
 
B. Replace vegetative ground cover in inactive areas quickly 
 
C. Cover all stockpiles with tarps. 
 
D.  Cover loads on dump trucks hauling dirt. 
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Equipment Emissions  
 
            A.  Turn off equipment when not in use more than 5 minutes. 
 
Turning off equipment when not in use for more than 5 minutes would reduce equipment 
emissions by approximately 5% and reduce the already very limited exposure to diesel 
particulate emissions. 
 
Significance after Mitigation 
 
All emissions, including diesel particulate emissions, will be less than significant. 
 
 
OPERATION IMPACTS 
 
Regional 
 
There would be three employees and one fire truck stationed at the new facility.  Three 
additional trips a day to the station from miscellaneous sources were assumed in the analysis.  
Emissions from traffic associated with the project are negligible, as shown in Table 8. Refueling 
of fire engines will occur on site using SCAQMD-approved hoses equipped with emission 
control devices to capture any vapors emitted during refueling. Therefore, there will be no local 
emissions associated with diesel refueling.  No gasoline will be stored on site. 
 
Table 8:  Operational Emissions (pounds per day) in 2010 

 
Pollutant 

Source Category Carbon 
Monoxide 

(CO) 

Volatile Organic 
Compounds 

(VOC) 

Oxides of 
Nitrogen 

(NOx) 

Sulfur 
Dioxide 
(SO2) 

Particulate 
Matter 
(PM10) 

TOTAL PROJECT EMISSIONS 2 0 1 0 0 
SCAQMD Significance Thresholds 
for Operation 

550 55 55 150 150 

Significant? NO NO NO NO NO 

Emissions calculated with CARB model, EMFAC 2002, v. 2.2 September 23, 2002.  Numbers rounded to nearest whole number. 

 
Operation of the project would result in insignificant emissions of all pollutants on a regional 
scale, based on SCAQMD significance thresholds. 
 
Occupants of the completed station would be located approximately five miles from the nearest 
freeway, which are the major sources of diesel emissions in the area, and would not be at risk. 
 
Local 
 
Traffic associated with the project would not have a measurable impact on air quality at any 
local intersection. 
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Fire Station 108 Emissions Emfac 2002 -Construction
4/5/2005

Assume:
1 5 Construction workers, trip length 11.2mi one-way, speed 35,  starts(50% at 720min, 50% at 480)

 LDT
2 4 dump trucks, 4 RT/day, speed 30mph, 15 miles each way, 

HDT
3 1  hydroseed trucks, 4RT/day, 15mi each way, speed 30mph

HDT
4 10 Concrete mix trucks, 10RT/day, 15 mi each way, speed 30mph

HDT
5 24 materials delivery trucks, 24RT/day, 15 mi each way, speed 30mph

HDT
6 4 pickup trucks, 4RT/day, 15 mi each way, speed  35mph

LDT

All emission factors are from Emfac 2002, Summertime(75F)
Year 2006

Workers AVR Vehicles Miles/trip Trips/day Miles/day Trip time(min) Days
Construction workers, LDT 5 1 5 11.2 10 112 20 150
Dump trucks, HDT 4 15 8 120 30 5
Hydroseed truck, HDT 1 15 8 120 30 4
Concrete mix trucks, HDT 10 15 20 300 30 10
Materials delivery trucks, HDT 24 15 48 720 30 10
Pickup trucks, LDT 4 15 8 120 25 150

Construction workers                  Emission factors from Emfac 2002 v.2.2 Sep 23, 2002
LDT ROG CO NOx CO2 SO2 PM10

Running exhaust,                       gm/mi 0.175 5.419 0.546 409.2 0.004 0.036
Starting (720min)                      gm/trip 1.52 16.449 0.715 256.9 0.003 0.021
Starting (480min)                      gm/trip 1.316 14.872 0.814 205 0.002 0.019
Hot soak                                   gm/trip 0.251
PD Diurnal                                 gm/hr 0.174
PD Resting                                gm/hr 0.067
Evaporative running                 gm/min 0.07

Trucks, HDT                  Emission factors from Emfac 2002 v.2.2 Sep 23, 2002
ROG CO NOx CO2 SO2 PM10

Running exhaust,                      gm/mi 0.721 6.279 9.455 1735 0.137 0.298
Starting (720min)                      gm/trip 5.176 71.923 3.547 178.3 0.003 0.01
Starting (480min)                          gm/tr 4.468 63.943 3.878 151.3 0.003 0.009
Hot soak                                   gm/trip 0.128
PD Diurnal                                 gm/hr 0.01
PD Resting                                gm/hr 0.005
Evaporative running                 gm/min 0.03
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Construction emissions, 2006
                            Emissions                       

Construction workers, LDT ROG CO NOx CO2 SO2 PM10
Daily 62 764 69 48140 0 4 gm/day

0.14 1.68 0.15 106.13 0.00 0.01 lb/day
Total 150 days 0.010 0.126 0.011 7.960 0.000 0.001 Tons

Dump trucks, HDT ROG CO NOx CO2 SO2 PM10
Daily 134 1297 1164 209518 16 36 gm/day

0.30 2.86 2.57 461.90 0.04 0.08 lb/day
Total 5 days 0.001 0.007 0.006 1.155 0.000 0.000 Tons

Hydroseed truck, HDT ROG CO NOx CO2 SO2 PM10
Daily 131 1273 1165 209437 16 36 gm/day

0.29 2.81 2.57 461.72 0.04 0.08 lb/day
Total 4 days 0.001 0.006 0.005 0.923 0.000 0.000 Tons

Concrete mix trucks, HDT ROG CO NOx CO2 SO2 PM10
Daily 335 3242 2911 523796 41 90 gm/day

0.74 7.15 6.42 1154.75 0.09 0.20 lb/day
Total 10 days 0.004 0.036 0.032 5.774 0.000 0.001 Tons

Materials delivery trucks, HDT ROG CO NOx CO2 SO2 PM10
Daily 804 7782 6986 1257110 99 215 gm/day

1.77 17.16 15.40 2771.41 0.22 0.47 lb/day
Total 10 days 0.009 0.086 0.077 13.857 0.001 0.002 Tons

Pickup trucks, LDT ROG CO NOx CO2 SO2 PM10
Daily 58 776 72 50952 1 4 gm/day

0.13 1.71 0.16 112.33 0.00 0.01 lb/day
Total 150 days 0.010 0.128 0.012 8.425 0.000 0.001 Tons

Page 2
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Fire Station 108 Emissions Emfac 2002 -Operation

4/5/2005
Assume:

1 3 Operations workers,  6 one way trips, trip length 11.2mi one-way, speed 35, 
 LDA starting emissions (50% at 720min, 50% at 480min)

2 1 fire truck, 4 one way trips,  trip length 5mi one way, speed 35mph
HDT

3 3 visitors, 6 one way trips, trip length 5mi one-way, speed 35,
LDT

All emission factors are from EMFAC2002 V2.2 Sep. 23, 2002, Summertime(75F)
Year 2006

Vehicles Miles/trip Trips/day Miles/day Trip time(min)
Operations workers,  LDA 3 11.2 6 67 20
Fire truck, HDT 1 5 4 20 10
Visitors, LDT 3 5 6 30 10

Operations workers                  Emission factors from EMFAC2002 V2.2 Sep 23,2002
 LDA ROG CO NOx CO2 Sox PM10

Running exhaust,                 gm/mi 0.134 4.157 0.349 338.5 0.003 0.031
Starting emiss, 720min        gm/trip 1.502 14.244 0.543 214.4 0.002 0.015
Starting emiss, 480min        gm/trip 1.303 12.869 0.614 171.9 0.002 0.013
Hot soak,                             gm/trip 0.259
PD Diurnal,                             gm/hr 0.184
PD Resting losses,                gm/hr 0.068
Evaporative running,             gm/min 0.061

Fire Truck                  Emission factors from EMFAC2002 V2.2 Sep 23,2002
HDT ROG CO NOx CO2 Sox PM10

Running exhaust,                 gm/mi 0.615 5.48 9.402 1723 0.137 0.266
Starting emiss, 720min        gm/trip 5.176 71.92 3.547 178.3 0.003 0.01
Starting emiss, 480min        gm/trip 3.677 53.11 4.071 112.9 0.002 0.007
Hot soak,                             gm/trip 0.082
PD Diurnal,                             gm/hr 0.01
PD Resting losses,                gm/hr 0.005
Evaporative running,             gm/min 0.046

Visitors                  Emission factors from EMFAC2002 V2.2 Sep 23,2002
 LDT ROG CO NOx CO2 Sox PM10

Running exhaust,                 gm/mi 0.175 5.419 0.546 409.2 0.004 0.036
Starting emiss, 720min        gm/trip 1.52 16.449 0.715 256.9 0.003 0.021
Starting emiss, 480min        gm/trip 0.332 3.35 0.558 23.4 0 0.004
Hot soak,                             gm/trip 0.086
PD Diurnal,                             gm/hr 0.174
PD Resting losses,                gm/hr 0.067
Evaporative running,             gm/min 0.084

Operations emissions, 2006

                            Emissions                       
Operations workers, LDA ROG CO NOx CO2 SO2 PM10
Daily 31 361 27 23906 0 2 gm/day

0.07 0.80 0.06 52.70 0.00 0.00 lb/day

Fire truck, HDT ROG CO NOx CO2 SO2 PM10
Daily 31 341 204 34977 3 5 gm/day

0.07 0.75 0.45 77.11 0.01 0.01 lb/day

Visitors, LDT ROG CO NOx CO2 SO2 PM10
Daily 21 222 20 13117 0 1 gm/day

0.05 0.49 0.04 28.92 0.00 0.00 lb/day



Emission factors -2006  Emfac 2002
Summertime (Temp 75F)

Emfac 2002

HDT ROG CO Nox CO2 SO2 PM10
30mph running 0.721 6.279 9.455 1735 0.137 0.298

start 720 5.176 71.923 3.547 178.3 0.003 0.01
start 10 0.917 11.58 1.472 16.68 0 0.001
hot soak 5min 0.023
PD diurnal 0.01
PD resting 0.005
evaporative 30min 0.03
evaporative 4min 0.082

50% autos 50% LDT ROG CO Nox CO2 SO2 PM10
35mph running 0.155 4.788 0.448 374 0.004 0.221

start 720 1.502 15.347 0.629 236 0.003 0.045
start 480 1.31 13.871 0.714 188 0.002 0.043
hot soak 40min 0.255
PD diurnal 0.179
PD resting 0.018
evaporative 0.061



EF2004

Emission factors EMFAC 2002

50% autos/50%LDT                  Emission factors from Emfac 2002 v.2.2 Sep 23, 2002
35 mph ROG CO NOx CO2 SO2 PM10
Running exhaust,                       gm/mi 0.247 5.683 0.477 386 0.004 0.033
Starting (720min)                      gm/trip 1.865 17.48 0.703 236 0.003 0.034
Starting (480min)                      gm/trip 1.618 15.737 0.793 190 0.002 0.015
Hot soak                                   gm/trip 0.285
PD Diurnal                                 gm/hr 0.196
PD Resting                                gm/hr 0.073
Evaporative running                 gm/min 0.071

HDT                  Emission factors from Emfac 2002 v.2.2 Sep 23, 2002
30 mph ROG CO NOx CO2 SO2 PM10
Running exhaust,                      gm/mi 0.931 7.617 9.854 1713 0.134 0.34
Starting (720min)                      gm/trip 6.279 81.196 3.813 188.233 0.003 0.01
Starting (20min)                          gm/trip 1.678 18.742 0.72 28.259 0.001 0.002
Hot soak                                   gm/trip 0.027
PD Diurnal                                 gm/hr 0.011
PD Resting                                gm/hr 0.005
Evaporative running                 gm/min 0.037

HDT                  Emission factors from Emfac 2002 v.2.2 Sep 23, 2002
40 mph ROG CO NOx CO2 SO2 PM10
Running exhaust,                      gm/mi 0.695 6.118 10.071 1694 0.134 0.275
Starting (720min)                      gm/trip 6.279 81.196 3.813 188 0.003 0.01
Starting (20min)                        gm/trip 1.678 18.74 2.493 28.3 0.001 0.002
Hot soak                                   gm/trip 0.027
PD Diurnal                                 gm/hr 0.011
PD Resting                                gm/hr 0.005
Evaporative running                 gm/min 0.033

LDT                  Emission factors from Emfac 2002 v.2.2 Sep 23, 2002
30 mph ROG CO NOx CO2 SO2 PM10
Running exhaust,                      gm/mi 0.269 6.376 0.576 414.902 0.004 0.035
Starting (720min)                      gm/trip 1.86 18.607 0.795 256.471 0.003 0.019
Starting (20min)                          gm/trip 0.47 3.879 0.602 23.932 0 0.004
Hot soak                                   gm/trip 0.05
PD Diurnal                                 gm/hr 0.188
PD Resting                                gm/hr 0.071
Evaporative running                 gm/min 0.075
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Emission factors EMFAC 2002

50% autos/50%LDT                  Emission factors from Emfac 2002 v.2.2 Sep 23, 2002
35 mph ROG CO NOx CO2 SO2 PM10
Running exhaust,                       gm/mi 1.093 5.198 0.43 380 0.004 0.034
Starting (720min)                      gm/trip 1.719 16.2 0.659 236 0.003 0.017
Starting (480min)                      gm/trip 1.49 14.62 0.746 189 0.002 0.016
Hot soak                                   gm/trip 0.266
PD Diurnal                                 gm/hr 0.186
PD Resting                                gm/hr 0.069
Evaporative running                 gm/min 0.069

HDT                  Emission factors from Emfac 2002 v.2.2 Sep 23, 2002
30 mph ROG CO NOx CO2 SO2 PM10
Running exhaust,                      gm/mi 0.873 6.93 9.31 1724 0.136 0.326
Starting (720min)                      gm/trip 5.91 76.43 3.69 183 0.003 0.01
Starting (30min)                          gm/trip 2.02 22.27 3.11 34.7 0.001 0.003
Hot soak                                   gm/trip 0.025
PD Diurnal                                 gm/hr 0.011
PD Resting                                gm/hr 0.005
Evaporative running                 gm/min 0.035

HDT                  Emission factors from Emfac 2002 v.2.2 Sep 23, 2002
40 mph ROG CO NOx CO2 SO2 PM10
Running exhaust,                      gm/mi 0.653 5.56 9.52 1706 0.135 0.264
Starting (720min)                      gm/trip 5.91 76.43 3.69 183 0.003 0.01
Starting (30min)                        gm/trip 2.02 22.27 3.11 34.7 0.001 0.003
Hot soak                                   gm/trip 0.025
PD Diurnal                                 gm/hr 0.011
PD Resting                                gm/hr 0.005
Evaporative running                 gm/min 0.035

LDT                  Emission factors from Emfac 2002 v.2.2 Sep 23, 2002
30 mph ROG CO NOx CO2 SO2 PM10
Running exhaust,                      gm/mi
Starting (720min)                      gm/trip
Starting (20min)                          gm/trip
Hot soak                                   gm/trip
PD Diurnal                                 gm/hr
PD Resting                                gm/hr
Evaporative running                 gm/min
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Emission factors EMFAC 2002

Riverside County
50% autos/50%LDT                  Emission factors from Emfac 2002 v.2.2 Sep 23, 2002
35 mph ROG CO NOx CO2 SO2 PM10
Running exhaust,                       gm/mi 0.106 3.873 0.3 379 0.004 0.035
Starting (720min)                      gm/trip 1.268 13.624 0.554 234 0.003 0.049
Starting (480min)                      gm/trip 1.097 12.391 0.636 186 0.002 0.047
Hot soak                                   gm/trip 0.187
PD Diurnal                                 gm/hr 0.143
PD Resting                                gm/hr 0.056
Evaporative running                 gm/min 0.042
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Fire Station 108 Site 
Santa Clarita, California 

 
Introduction and Purpose 
The purpose of this study is to provide engineering geology data and interpretations in support of 
design for facilities at the proposed new Fire Station 108 (FS 108) site, which is an Essential 
Facility that must remain functional during severe earthquake events.  This Fire Station 108 site 
is a new facility.  No existing structures are present at the site, although the site was graded as 
part of a larger development.  Proposed facilities include one new two-story building, paved 
driveways and walkways, and a parking lot.  This report follows the general guidance from 
California Geological Survey (CGS) Note 48 (CGS, 2004a) the California Geological Survey 
Checklist for Review of Geologic / Seismic Reports for Hospitals and Essential Services 
Buildings.1  

Project Location 

1. Site Location Map, Street Address, County Name, Plot Plan with Building 
Footprint 
The FS 108 facility site is about ½ mile west of Haskell Canyon.  It is located on Rock Canyon 
Drive southeast of the intersection with Phantom Trail, along the northern portion of the City of 
Santa Clarita (City), in Los Angeles County (Figure 1A).  It is about 2 miles north of the 
intersection between Haskell Canyon Road and Bouquet Canyon Road (Figure 1B).  The site is 
approximately 5 miles northeast of Interstate 5 (Golden State Freeway, I-5) and over 5 miles 
north of State Route 14 (Antelope Valley Freeway, SR-14).  

2. Exploratory Boreholes  
A geotechnical study was conducted by Diaz-Yourman & Associates (DYA, 2005).  Three 
exploratory borings were drilled on the site.  Locations for borings B-1, B-2, and B-3 are shown 
on Figure 2.  Boring B-3 is under the southern corner of the proposed building; B-2 is near the 
northern building corner, while B-1 is in the driveway and parking area. 

In addition to site borings, other geotechnical boring locations were identified near the proposed 
project vicinity.  The nearest known geotechnical borings are approximately ¼ mile west, on a 
nearby development.  Locations of these borings and associated shear tests are shown on Plate 
2.1 of CGS Open File Report 97-11 (CGS, 1997). 

                                                 
1 We do not address all 52 items in the latest version of Note 48 in final detail at this time; items addressed but possibly requiring 
additional analysis are 16-18, 21, 22, and 24.  Items addressed by others (if needed) include numbers 14 and 32-35.  Those items 
that are geotechnical in nature or relate to earthquake design parameters are part of the responsibility of Diaz-Yourman & 
Associates (DYA, 2005).  These include items number 11-13, 19, 20, 23, 26-31 (as applicable), 37 (hydrocollapse), 44-49 
(recommendations, not review), 50 (partial), and 52.  The earthquake evaluation did not use site-specific soil parameters; it was 
performed using the site coordinates using generally available United Sates and California Geological Survey-based Internet 
source faults and parameters.  We assume that as specific permit documentation for construction of the building is prepared for 
submittal to the reviewing agency, further geotechnical, seismic, and possibly engineering geology analysis and reports will be 
required for review by the CGS in accordance with Note 48 (the version current at that time). 
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3. Site Coordinates (Latitude & Longitude) and Topography 
The project site is in the southwest portion (SE/4 SW/4) of Section 36, T5N, R16W, SBM 
(Newhall quadrangle).  Figure 1B, a topographic map showing a portion of the Newhall 7-1/2 
minute U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) quadrangle (1995), illustrates the site location 
(coordinates 34.46747 degrees latitude, 118.51380 degrees longitude) relative to local 
topography. 

The proposed project site is a moderately steep mountainous area dissected by small canyons 
(see General Plan, Technical Report, 2004, Figure 3.1-2 and Figure 1B herein), with slopes 
generally descending toward Mint Canyon from southeast to northwest.  Slopes vary from less 
than 10 percent near Haskell Canyon, to between approximately 11 to 15 percent slopes in hilly 
areas.  Locally, some small areas may exceed 15 percent.  Several small canyons, developed 
along local drainages, interrupt surface slopes.  These local drainages create substantial 
topographic relief and moderately steep slopes in the project vicinity.   

Since the site includes many areas with moderately steep slopes, it would be subject to possible 
landslides.  Figure 2A, a conceptual site-grading plan (5-foot contours) illustrates localized 
topographic differences at an intermediate stage of site grading.  Figure 2B illustrates original 
pre-grading slopes, canyons under the site, and the man-made fill slope bordering the site on the 
south (past man-made surface).  Original site elevation varied from approximately 466 meters 
(1,530 feet) above sea level near the southeast corner to over 480 meters (1,585 feet) above sea 
level at the southwest corner).  Finished grade will be very near the existing pad grade that 
averages approximately 490 meters (1,607 feet) above sea level. 

 

Engineering Geology 

4. Regional Geology and Regional Fault Maps  
Several geologic factors can affect facility safety and operations.  Earthquake groundshaking, 
fault rupture, landslides, flash floods, and subsidence can contribute to structural failure, damage, 
and loss of function for building systems.  Earthquakes can cause several secondary geologic 
hazards that could contribute to structural damage or failure:  liquefaction, seismically induced 
landslides, soil settlement, rock fall, seiches, and tsunamis.  Without site-specific geology and/or 
hazard maps, these potential hazards are determined from existing geology and fault maps at a 
more regional scale.  The cited references (both regional and site-specific) contain the source 
information for this report and the information is discussed in following sections. 

5. Geologic Map of Site  
Surface geology in and around the site has been mapped as a part of this and other larger efforts.  
Jennings and Strand (1969) compiled geologic data for the Los Angeles Sheet (Division of 
Mines and Geology, 1986) at 1:250,000 scale.  The USGS compiled regional geology 
encompassing the project area for the Newhall quadrangle (Yerkes, 1996).  Wilson et al (1997) 
reviewed these and other geologic maps for the areas, including a map of the Newhall 
quadrangle compiled by Dibblee (1996).  Wilson et al (1997) provide detailed descriptions of 
surficial geologic units present in the project region. 

Most of the project site is underlain by Pliocene and Pleistocene (Plio-Pleistocene) age Saugus 
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Formation.  It is present in the hilly areas surrounding and underlying the site.  Along Haskell 
Canyon, and to a lesser degree within small local canyons, recent fluvial or alluvial deposits are 
present.  One of these former local canyon drainage crosses beneath the engineered fill covering 
the proposed project site.  Geologic units present at the site are described briefly below, from 
youngest to oldest. 

Man-made artificial fill (af) covers the entire site building pad footprint.  In canyons under the 
fill, there were fluvial and alluvial deposits (Qa) consist primarily of unconsolidated coarse-
grained sediments, mostly sand, silty sand and gravel.  Some fine-grained deposits were likely 
present, consisting of silt and clay interbeds.  The Saugus Formation (QTs) is the most 
widespread geologic unit in the area and is a predominantly fluvial (stream deposited) sequence 
of relatively soft bedrock (Dibblee, 1996).  It consists of interbedded pebble-cobble 
conglomerate, sandstone, and minor reddish clay-rich layers.  These geologic units are weakly 
lithified, but coherent. 

Distribution of these geologic units in the project vicinity (shown prior to the artificial fill placed 
in the canyon under the site) is indicated on Figure 3, the Dibblee’s (1996) geologic map for the 
Newhall 7.5' Quadrangles used in this report.  A Certified Engineering Geologist inspected the 
site in November 2004.  Visual observations of geologic exposures generally confirm data 
presented on available maps.   

6. Subsurface Geology at Site  
Readily available sources of geological and geotechnical information were obtained for the site 
area.  Various maps and reports cover the project area, mainly published by the California 
Geological Survey (CGS), previously known as the California Division of Mines and Geology 
(CDMG), and USGS.  Other government agencies, including the City of Santa Clarita (City) and 
the Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD) are sources of published and unpublished 
maps and reports. 

In addition to readily available government/agency publications, other technical reports were 
sought that relate to the grading of the tract of which the site is a part.  Data from these 
investigations (Pacific Soils, 1998 and 2000) were reviewed and are incorporated as appropriate 
into this report.  A site-specific geotechnical investigation (DYA, 2005) was reviewed and data is 
summarized in this report; the original report provides detailed information.   

Geotechnical Data 
Three boring locations are present on the project site as part of the study conducted by DYA in 
November 2004 (DYA, 2005).  Table 1 presents a summary of general information from these 
on-site borings.   

Table 1 – On-Site Boring Location Summary 

Boring Depth Boring  
Number Meters Feet 

General 
Lithology 

GW 
Depth1

General Boring Location  
[Elevation in Feet Above mean Sea Level] 

B-1 6.6 21.5 Clayey and Silty Sand NE  North of building in driveway/parking area [1607] 
B-2 6.6 21.5 Silty Sand NE  Near northern corner of building [1606] 
B-3 14.6 47.5 Clayey and Silty Sand NE  Southern corner of building [1607] 

1) GW = Groundwater; NE = not encountered 
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A site plan with boring locations is presented on Figure 2A.  Borings ranged in depth from 6.6 
meters to 14.6 meters and samples from each boring were tested to determine geotechnical 
properties.   

Since the site is covered with engineered fill up to 85 feet thick at the southeast edge (Pacific 
Soils, 2000; DYA, 2005), there is not a significant variation in geologic material encountered in 
borings to these depths since the fill was not completely penetrated.  Deeper in the fill (and 
beyond the depth of borings for geotechnical purposes) there could be lithologic differences over 
short horizontal distances above the underlying bedrock.  DYA (2005) notes a greater than 
expected lateral variation in fill properties based on their drilling and testing.   

Table 2 provides a summary of the artificial fill character as penetrated by each boring down to 
approximately 7 meters (21.5 feet).  Two borings indicate a thin surface layer of clayey sand 
underlain by mixtures of sand and silt.  Groundwater was not encountered in the borings.  While 
boring B-3 penetrates to 47.5 feet, silty sand was encountered through the entire interval from 5 
feet to bottom.  Although there is general correlation of artificial fill lithology between borings 
B-1 and B-2, variation at B-2 is evident from Table 2.  Detailed geotechnical engineering 
descriptions of materials encountered in each boring, and from the laboratory testing, are 
presented in the geotechnical report (DYA, 2005). 

Initial site development and rough grading of the subject lot were completed in 1999 (DYA, 
2005).  Based on the available site grading map (Figure 2A) and the pre-grading topographic 
map (Figure 2B), the estimated fill depths suggest that borings B-1 (40 to 50 feet fill) and B-2 
(about 50 feet fill) did not penetrate natural earth materials.  While boring B-3 is much deeper 
(47.5 feet), estimated fill thickness at this location is about 60 feet. 

Table 2 - Summary of Geologic Data from On-Site Borings 

Boring B-1 B-2 B-3 
Elevation (ft) 1607 1606 1607 

Depth (ft) General Lithology 
0 to 1 Clayey Sand Silty Sand Clayey Sand 
1 to 2 Clayey Sand Silty Sand Clayey Sand 
2 to 3 Clayey Sand Silty Sand Clayey Sand 
3 to 4 Clayey Sand Silty Sand Clayey Sand 
4 to 5 Clayey Sand Silty Sand Clayey Sand 

5 to 21.5 Silty Sand Silty Sand Silty Sand 
21.5 to 47.5  Silty Sand 

 

In addition to three geotechnical borings at the site, Wilson et al (1997) identified a limited 
amount of subsurface data for the project region in their earthquake-induced landslide 
evaluation. 

Geologic Data 
Young Quaternary fluvial deposits in the Newhall quadrangle represent deposition 
predominantly by Santa Clara River and its primary tributaries, along with minor contribution 
from other local unnamed tributaries.  In the project vicinity, these recent deposits overlie the 
Plio-Pleistocene age Saugus Formation.  The Saugus Formation overlies the Plio-Pleistocene age 
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Pico Formation.  In turn, these Plio-Pleistocene age formations overlie older Tertiary units.  
Geologic units in the project region, as defined by Wilson et al (1997), are listed below in Table 
1.  Only the Saugus Formation and young Quaternary deposits were exposed at the project site 
prior to original grading (Figure 3). 

 

Table 3 - Summary of Subsurface Geologic Units (Dibblee, 1996) 

Unit Name Map 
Symbol Composition 

Younger alluvium Qa (Qfp) Fluvial sand, gravel and silt 

Saugus Formation Qsp/Qss Interbedded non-marine sandstone, siltstone and pebble-cobble conglomerate

Pico Formation Qtp Marine siltstone, sandstone and pebbly sandstone 

Castaic Formation Tcs Shallow marine sandstone and shale 

Mint Canyon Formation Tmc Terrestrial sandstone, conglomerate and siltstone 

Tick Canyon Formation Ttk Conglomeratic sandstone and siltstone 

Vasquez Formation Tvz Non-marine siltstone, claystone and mudstone 

Crystalline basement gb Precambrian gabbro 
 

7. Geologic Cross-Sections  
A diagrammatic cross-section through the site is provided in Figure 4.  This cross-section is 
illustrative of the relationship between pre-existing slopes, existing fill, and the Saugus 
Formation.  Saugus Formation bedding planes dip west to south between 15 and 17 degrees 
(Pacific Soils, 1998).   

8. Active Faulting and Coseismic Deformation  
Impacts from earthquakes cannot be completely avoided in southern California.  Plate tectonics 
and the forces that cause these plates to move within the earth's crust affect all of southern 
California geology and seismicity.  Faults are formed at the plate boundaries and other stress 
points within tectonic plates.  Faults along which rocks slip horizontally past one another are 
called strike slip faults (e.g. San Andreas, San Jacinto, Elsinore, Newport-Inglewood, San 
Gabriel), while mainly vertical movement is found along normal, as well as reverse and thrust 
faults (e.g. Santa Monica-Hollywood, Cucamonga, San Fernando, Raymond, Holser).  Abrupt 
movements along fault cause earthquakes deep in the crust and may result in surface uplift, 
tilting, deformation (folding) along buried (blind) thrust faults (e.g., Puente Hills, Upper Elysian 
Park, Northridge).  Mountains built by these processes include the Transverse Ranges (Santa 
Monica-San Gabriel-San Bernardino Mountains) and the Peninsular Ranges (Santa Ana 
Mountains-San Joaquin Hills-Palos Verdes Hills-Signal Hill).   

This seismotectonic setting has been a part of the evolution of the Los Angeles County landscape 
for the past 5 million years or so.  Several active faults (e.g., San Gabriel, San Andreas) pass 
within about 30 kilometers of the proposed FS 108 site (Jennings, 1994; Blake, 2000).  The most 
important faults for the project site, locally exhibiting Holocene surface rupture, are the San 
Gabriel fault, and San-Andreas fault for longer period seismic shaking.  Table 4 lists the most   



 
TABLE 4--Major Faults within Approximately 100-Kilometer Radius of the Fire Station 108 Project Site1 

 
FAULT NAME  

(In Order of Nearest 
Distance From the 

Site) 
 

APPROXIMATE 
DISTANCE  

FROM SITE2 
Miles 

(Kilometers) 

FAULT 
LENGTH 

(km) 

FAULT 
DIP 

SLIP RATE 
(mm/yr.) 

TYPE OF 
FAULT 

(SENSE OF SLIP)
 

MAGNITUDE 
(Mw) 

OF MAXIMUM
EARTHQUAKE

 

MEAN 
VALUE 
PGHA3 

(1.0g = force 
of gravity) 

MMI4 
(Modified 
Mercalli 

Intensity) 

AGE  
AND EVIDENCE 

OF LATEST SURFACE 
FAULTING

 

San Gabriel 3.7 (5.9) 72 90° N 0.5 to 1.5 Strike Slip 7.2 0.53 X Holocene near Castaic; Late 
Quaternary 

Holser 5.2 (8.4) 20 65° S 0.4 to 3.0 Reverse 6.5 0.49 X Late Quaternary 

Santa Susana  8.1 (12.9) 27 55° N 3.0 to 7.0 Reverse 6.7 0.34 IX Late Quaternary 

Sierra Madre (San 
Fernando) 

8.3 (13.3) 18 45 ° N 1.0 to 3.0 Reverse 6.7 0.34 IX Holocene 

Northridge (E. Oak Ridge) 9.3 (15.0) 31 42° S 1.5 Reverse Oblique 7.0 0.33 IX Historic (1994 M6.7 Northridge 
Earthquake)  

Oak Ridge (Onshore) 13.2 (21.3) 49 65° S 2.0 to 6.0 Reverse Oblique 7.0 0.22 IX Late Quaternary; Holocene near 
Fillmore 

Verdugo-Eagle Rock 13.9 (22.4) 29 45° NE 0.5 Reverse Oblique 6.9 0.18 VIII Holocene 

San Cayetano 14.9 (23.9) 42 45° N 3.0 to 9.0 Reverse 7.0 0.18 VIII Holocene 

San Andreas-1857 Rupture 14.9 (23.9) 345 90° 24.0 to 39.0 Strike Slip 7.8 0.30 IX Historic 1857 

San Andreas-Mojave 14.9 (23.9) 103 90° 23.0 to 37.0 Strike Slip 7.4 0.20 VIII Holocene 

Sierra Madre 15.6 (25.1) 57 45° N 1.0 to 3.0 Reverse 7.2 0.19 VIII Holocene and Late Quaternary 

San Andreas-Carrizo 16.2 (26.1) 146 90° 31.0 to 37.0 Strike Slip 7.4 0.19 VIII Holocene 

Simi-Santa Rosa 20.2 (32.5) 40 60° N 0.5 to 1.5 Reverse Oblique 7.0 0.11 VII Late Quaternary 

Santa Ynez (East) 23.7 (38.1) 65 80 ° N 1.0 to 3.0 Strike Slip 7.1 0.10 VII Holocene 

Hollywood 25.1 (40.4) 17 65°- 70° N 0.5 to 1.5 Reverse Oblique 6.4 0.06 VI Late Quaternary 

Santa Monica 26.5 (42.6) 28 75° NW 0.5 to 1.5 Reverse Oblique 6.6 0.07 VI Late Quaternary 

Raymond 28.3 (45.6) 23 75° NE 0.5 to 2.5 Reverse Oblique
 

6.5 0.06 VI Historical (1988 M4.9 Pasadena 
Earthquake) 

Malibu Coast 29.1 (46.8) 37 75 ° N 0.3 to 1.5 Reverse Oblique 6.7 0.06 VI Late Quaternary; Holocene 

Anacapa-Dume 29.2 (47.0) 75 45° N 1.0 to 5.0 Reverse 7.5 0.10 VII Holocene 

Clamshell-Sawpit 29.4 (47.3) 16 45 ° NW 0.5 Reverse 6.5 0.06 VI Recent seismicity 

Newport – Inglewood 
(L. A. Basin) 

31.1 (50.0) 66 90° 1.0 Strike Slip 7.1 0.07 VI Holocene (North Branch); Late 
Quaternary 

Garlock (West) 32.2 (51.9) 97 90° 3.0 to 9.0 Strike Slip 7.3 0.07 VII Late Quaternary 

Upper Elysian Park  33.2 (53.4) 34 50° NE 0.75 Blind Thrust - Reverse 6.4 0.05 VI Historical (1987 Whittier Narrows 
Event) 
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(km) 
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(1.0g = force 
of gravity) 

MMI4 
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Mercalli 

Intensity) 

AGE  
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OF LATEST SURFACE 
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Pleito 33.2 (53.4) 44 20° S 1.0 to 3.0 Reverse 7.0 0.08 VII  

Palos Verdes Hills 34.4 (55.3) 96 70° SW - 90° 2.0 to 4.0 Reverse Oblique 7.3 0.07 VI Holocene in San Pedro Bay 

Puente Hills Blind Thrust 34.4 (55.3) 44 25° N 0.3 to 1.1 Reverse 7.1 0.05 VI No documented surface faulting 

Ventura-Pitas Point 36.9 (59.4) 41 75 ° N 0.5 to 1.5 Reverse Oblique 6.9 0.05 VI Late Quaternary 

Big Pine 37.3 (60.0) 41 90° 0 to 6.0 Strike Slip 6.9 0.04 VI Quaternary 

M. Ridge-A. Parida-S. 
Ana 

37.6 (60.5) 65 60 ° N 0.2 to 0.6 Reverse 7.2 0.04 VI Late Quaternary 

Whittier 43.7 (70.3) 38 75° NE 1.5 to 3.5 Strike Slip 6.8 0.04 V Late Quaternary NW of Brea 
Canyon 

Red Mountain 44.7 (72.0) 39 60 ° N 1.0 to 3.0 Reverse 7.0 0.04 V Late Quaternary 

Cucamonga 45.2 (72.8) 28 50° N 5.0 Reverse 6.9 0.04 V Late Quaternary; Historic 

San Jose 45.4 (73.1) 2 75 ° N 0.5 to 1.0 Reverse Oblique 6.4 0.03 V Late Quaternary 

Channel Islands Thrust 45.8 (73.7) 65 17 ° N 0.5 to 2.5 Reverse 7.5 0.05 VI Quaternary 

Oak Ridge Mid-Channel 45.9 (73.8) 37 28 ° N 0 to 2.0 Reverse 6.6 0.03 V Quaternary 

White Wolf 46.9 (75.5) 67 60° S 0 to 4.0 Reverse Oblique 7.3 0.04 VI Quaternary 

Oak Ridge BT-Offshore 47.2 (75.9) 37 30° S 0 to 6.0 Reverse 7.1 0.04 V Quaternary 

Chino-Central Avenue 
(Elsinore) 

52.5 (84.5) 28 60°- 65° SW 1.0 Reverse Right Oblique 6.7 0.03 V Late Quaternary 

San Andreas-San 
Bernardino 

57.4 (92.3) 103 90° 18.0 to 30.0 Strike Slip 7.5 0.04 V Holocene 

San Andreas-Southern 57.4 (92.3) 203 90° 18.0 to 30.0 Strike Slip 7.7 0.04 V Late Quaternary; Holocene 

San Jacinto-San 
Bernardino 

59.3 (95.5) 36 90° 6.0 to 18.0 Strike Slip 6.7 0.02 IV Late Quaternary; Holocene 

Cleghorn 60.8 (97.8) 25 90° 1.0 to 5.0 Strike Slip 6.5 0.02 IV Late Quaternary 

(1) The primary sources of information include: Petersen et al., 1996 (Revised as Cao et al, 2003); SCEC, 2004; Blake, 2002; Jennings, 1994; Dolan et al., 1995; Shaw and Shearer, 1999.  (2, 3, and 
4) Fault distances, peak horizontal ground acceleration (PHGA), and MMI (Modified Mercalli Intensity) based on Blake 2002; PGHA accuracy no greater than two significant figures. 
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important active faults within 100 kilometers of the project site that is located at 34.4675 degrees 
latitude, 118.5138 degrees longitude. 

For essential facilities, faults that are classified as either active or potentially active present a 
concern when selecting a site or locating buildings within a site.  It is generally accepted that the 
more recently a fault has ruptured during a past earthquake, the more likely it is to again rupture 
during a future earthquake.  Active faults have had movement in the past 10,000 to 12,000 years.  
Late Quaternary potentially active faults have had movement in the past 700,000 to 10,000 years.  
For this report, information on earthquakes and faulting are used to evaluate the potential from 
surface rupture or co-seismic deformation at the FS 108 site. 

No currently designated Alquist-Priolo (A-P) Earthquake Fault Zones cross the proposed site or 
project toward the site (Hart, 1999).  Therefore, site-specific fault investigations were not 
conducted to determine fault setbacks.  The nearest A-P fault zones are the San Gabriel, Sierra 
Madre-San Fernando, and San Andreas fault zones, approximately 5.9 kilometers (3.7 miles) 
southwest, 13.4 kilometers (8.3 mile) southwest, and 24 kilometers (14.9 miles) east-northeast of 
the site, respectively.  The San Gabriel fault is the only designated A-P fault zone on the Newhall 
Quadrangle (CGS, 1995) 

In addition to the San Gabriel fault zone, the nearest surface (potentially active) faults are the 
Mint Canyon fault, about 6.5 kilometers (4 miles) east-southeast and Pelona approximately 6.5 
kilometers (4 miles) east (Jennings, 1994; SCEC, 2004).  Additional nearby potentially active 
faults include the Holser and Soledad Canyon faults, approximately 8.4 kilometers (5.2 miles) 
west and 11.5 kilometers (7 miles) south of the proposed FS 108 site, respectively (Santa Clarita, 
2004).  These A-P fault zones and other relevant faults are discussed below. 

Regional Faults 
A brief discussion of some important faults that could affect the site is presented below.  
Important aspects for earthquake analysis are provided in Table 4.  There remains substantial 
uncertainty regarding earthquake characteristics of many of these faults; in particular, blind 
thrust faults (e.g., Northridge).  For the most part, slip rates presented below agree closely with 
the California Division of Mines and Geology Open-File Report 96-08 and Petersen et al. (1996 
updated in Cao, et al., 2003) for faults they have classified.  Some faults discussed below have 
not been classified by the CGS.  The San Gabriel, Sierra Madre-San Fernando, and San-Andreas 
fault zones are considered to be the most significant earthquake sources.  They pass within about 
5.9, 13.4, and 24 kilometers of the site, respectively. 

San Gabriel Fault Zone 
The San Gabriel fault zone traces a long arcuate path through the Transverse ranges.  It is at least 
72 km long.  Several echelon strands, in zones up to 0.5 kilometer wide, make up this fault zone.  
Both Late Quaternary (between Newhall and Big Tujunga Canyon) and Holocene (near Castaic) 
fault offsets have been documented along various segments (Ziony and Yerkes, 1985).  This A-P 
fault zone is located approximately 5.9 kilometers southwest of proposed project site.  An 
average slip rate of 0.5 to 1.5 mm per year is estimated by the CGS (2004b), and the fault is 
capable of a magnitude (M) 7.2 earthquake. 



Fire Station 108 
Engineering Geology Investigation 
March 31, 2005 
 

Wilson Geosciences Inc.                                  Engineering and Environmental Geology 
9 
 

Sierra Madre-San Fernando Fault 
The Sierra Madre-San Fernando fault zone trends nearly east-west through the southern 
Transverse Ranges.  The San Fernando segment is about 18 kilometers long and is one of five 
major strands comprising the overall Sierra Madre fault zone.  The site is approximately 13.3 
kilometers northeast of this fault zone.  This segment of the fault zone is the source of the 1971 
M6.6 San Fernando earthquake.  An average slip rate of 1 to 3 mm per year and a future 
earthquake magnitude range of 6.7 for the San Fernando segment of the Sierra Madre fault zone 
are estimated by the CGS (2004b) for this A-P fault zone. 

San Andreas Fault Zone (Mojave and 1857 Rupture Segments) 
The San Andreas fault zone is considered the boundary between two major crustal plates (Pacific 
and North American).  Historic earthquakes along the San Andreas fault zone have caused 
extensive surface rupture and major damage to structures and engineered facilities.   

The San Andreas fault zone (Mojave and 1857 Rupture segments) is located about 24 kilometers 
northeast of the site.  The overall fault zone trends generally northwest for almost the entire 
length of California, from Cape Mendocino south to beyond the Mexican border.  These two 
segments of the fault are approximately 103 and 345 kilometers long respectively, extending 
north from Cajon Pass.  Past work estimated the recurrence interval for a M8.0 earthquake along 
the entire fault zone to be between 50 and 200 years, and a 140 to 200 year recurrence interval 
for major (M7.0 to 7.9) to great (M 8.0 or larger) earthquakes along the southern fault zone 
segment.  The 1857 M8.0 Fort Tejon earthquake was the last “great” earthquake along the San 
Andreas fault zone near southern California.  An average slip rate of about 30 mm per year (+/- 
7mm) and a future earthquake magnitude range of 7.4 and 7.8 for the Mojave and 1857 Rupture 
segments of the San Andreas fault are estimated by the CGS (2004b). 

Holser Fault 
The Holser fault zone is a north dipping reverse fault.  Several closely space fault strands trend 
generally east-west.  This fault zone is approximately 20 kilometers long.  It is located about 8.4 
kilometers west from the site.  An average slip rate is 0.4 mm per year (+/- 0.4mm) and future 
earthquake of 6.5 are estimated for this fault zone (CGS, 2004b) 

Buried [Blind] Thrust Faults 
Based on data from past earthquakes and geophysical investigations, it is postulated that a 
complex system of buried, low angle reverse (thrust) faults underlies the greater Los Angeles 
metropolitan region.  These buried thrust faults have not caused past surface rupture, and 
therefore, are referred to as “blind” thrust faults.  These blind thrusts (Northridge, Upper Elysian 
Park, and Puente Hills in Table 4) have caused several historic earthquakes, including the 1987 
Whittier Narrows M5.9 earthquake on the Puente Hills blind-thrust (Shaw and Shearer, 1999) 
and the 1994 Northridge M6.7 earthquake on the Northridge thrust, a buried on-shore extension 
of the Oak Ridge fault.  As a result, of these earthquakes, blind thrusts have been the focus of 
several studies. 

Blind or buried thrust faults do not offset the ground surface, however, they can generate co-
seismic uplift, and are very likely cause co-seismic (sympathetic) movement on fault traces that 
may be linked to these blind thrust at substantial depth.  Some published maps exist which attempt 
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to delineate the approximate subsurface boundaries of these blind thrusts.  No blind thrusts have 
been mapped in this Santa Clarita Valley portion of southern California.  Table 4 provides the best 
available estimates for the parameters associated with the blind thrusts beneath the Los Angeles 
Basin. 

Local Faults 
Faults adjacent to and beneath the City of Santa Clarita may be classified as inactive, potentially 
active, or active.  Faults classified as inactive (no demonstrated movement in the past 2 million 
years) are of no present concern as earthquake sources and are not discussed further.  Potentially 
active faults show evidence of Quaternary movement and may be possible earthquake sources, 
but no data are known to conclusively demonstrate Holocene (within the past 10,000 to 12,000 
years) fault movement.  Active faults are the most concern for earthquake generation and fault 
rupture potential since they have documented Holocene fault movement or are clearly associated 
with historic seismicity.  Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault (formerly Special Studies) Zone Maps 
delineate active faults and potentially active faults considered by the State to be "sufficiently 
active" and "well-defined.”   

The City of Santa Clarita General Plan, Technical Report (Santa Clarita, 2004; Chapter 6) 
describes faults of concern crossing the City.  Faults near the project vicinity are the Mint 
Canyon, Soledad Canyon, and Pelona faults (Santa Clarita, 2004; Figure 6.1-3).  These local 
faults are briefly described below.  Note that the Mint Canyon fault is not labeled on Figure 6.1-3 
(Santa Clarita, 2004), and may be represented by the “Conditionally Active” portion of the fault 
labeled Tick Canyon fault. 

Pelona Fault 
The Pelona fault dips to southeast and may exhibit left-reverse offset.  This late Quaternary fault 
is about 7 km long (SCEC, 2004).  The site is approximately 6.5 kilometers southwest of this 
fault.   

Mint Canyon Fault 
The Mint Canyon fault is nearly vertical, exhibiting left-lateral movement.  It is about 10 
kilometers long, with Quaternary movement (SCEC, 2004).  The site is approximately 6.5 
kilometers west-northwest of this fault.  This fault is generally projects toward the site. 

Soledad Canyon Fault 
The Soledad Canyon fault dips north, exhibits left-lateral normal offset, last moved in the 
Quaternary, and is about 20 km long (SCEC, 2004).  The site is approximately 11.5 kilometers 
west-northwest of this fault.   

Surface Faulting and Co-seismic Uplift Hazard 
The anticipated (average) amount of surface fault rupture on any given fault trace for the 
maximum earthquake can be inferred from measurements of offsets caused by past earthquakes.  
In general, these estimates range from zero to about one-foot for magnitudes under M6.0, and 
from 0.3-meter to 3-meter or more for magnitudes between M6.0 and M7.5.  Many variables 
affect the amount of surface rupture, including the depth of the earthquake.  Site-specific study is 
necessary to refine such estimates for a fault segment at a given project site.   
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There are no known potentially active surface faults mapped through or in the immediate project 
site vicinity.  Although the Mint Canyon fault projects toward the project site, surface rupture at 
the project site is considered unlikely. 

Co-seismic uplift due to blind thrust fault movements at depth can cause surface deformation 
such as ground cracking, ground tilting, and compressional or tensional strains in the surface 
soils.  The occurrence and magnitude of these deformations depend upon the proximity of the 
buried fault to the surface (i.e., it’s depth below the ground) and the relative location of the site 
over the center of uplift.  Since the project site is not mapped over the blind thrust fault (or any 
associated fold structure), the potential for ground tilting and compressional or tensional strains 
in the surface soils is considered very low.   

Groundwater Levels 
A system of buried channel and alluvial deposits comprise aquifer system.  This includes highly 
permeable sand and gravel beds with interspersed lower permeability silt and silty sand.  These 
deposits are present within major and minor canyons.  Groundwater within nearby Haskell 
Canyon may be substantially shallower than other locations in minor canyons. 

The FS 108 project site overlies a small portion of the East Santa Clara River Valley 
groundwater basin.  Shallow groundwater is identified in the project vicinity.  Groundwater 
within fluvial deposits in Haskell Canyon is moderately shallow, between about 7 to 9 meters (25 
and 30) feet deep (Haydon and Barrows, 1997).  Groundwater depth within the small canyon 
(now filled) beneath the proposed project site is not known.  For liquefaction evaluation, it 
assumed that groundwater is also moderately shallow (30 feet below original ground surface) in 
these areas. 

The City of Santa Clarita General Plan, Safety Element (2003, Figure 6.1-2) indicates that a 
portion of the site and vicinity along the small canyon is susceptible to liquefaction.  Actual 
groundwater depths were not indicated on this map.  This groundwater depth assessment is 
consistent with Haydon and Barrows (1997).   

The California Department of Water Resources (CDWR) maintains groundwater level data for 
wells in many groundwater basins.  A search of records available on the CDWR website (2004) 
identified no available depth monitoring wells in the project region.   

In summary, any prediction of future high groundwater levels at the site has substantial 
uncertainty.  The shallow aquifer system in the project vicinity is limited in areal extent and not a 
major source of water supply in the region.  It most likely serves as a recharge area for 
groundwater use down gradient.  Due to runoff from local tributaries, it is likely that moderately 
shallow depths will continue in a portion of the immediate project vicinity.   

9. Geologic Hazard Zones ― Seismic Hazard Zone Maps (Liquefaction & 
Landslides) 
Seismic hazards generally fall into two categories, primary and secondary.  Primary seismic 
hazards are those that result directly from the earthquake itself, and include ground rupture 
displacement, ground accelerations, and groundshaking.  Secondary seismic hazards are those 
that result from primary seismic hazards, and include liquefaction, seismically induced 
landslides, soil settlement, rock fall, seiches, and tsunamis. 
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According to City of Santa Clarita, General Plan Technical Report (2003, Figure 6.1-2), a 
portion of the project site (along the unnamed canyon) is in a liquefaction potential hazard zone.  
This conclusion is consistent with published data (Haydon and Barrows, 1997).  The canyon 
beneath the site where liquefaction potential was mapped is now filled with artificial fill.  
Presumably, the former alluvial deposits that occupied the canyon were removed in order to 
place the engineered fill that now occupied the canyon.  It is possible that the basal portion of the 
fill could become saturated over time; however, canyon subdrains were place beneath the fill 
(Pacific Soils, 1998) to drain off subsurface water that would otherwise saturate the fill.  The fill 
varies in thickness under the site from about 85-feet at the south property line to about 45-feet 
nearer the northern edge along Rock Canyon Drive.  If this subdrain system is effective and the 
fill material is sufficiently dense, liquefaction under the site is unlikely.   

10. Landslides  
The Santa Clarita General Plan Safety Element (2003, Figure 3.1-3) indicates that slopes in and 
around the project area are moderately steep (11 to 15 percent).  Figure 6.1-2 (Santa Clarita, 
2003) indicates that seismic landslide hazards are present at and above the project site.  In 
addition, based on site location, debris flow and rockfall hazards are also possible at the site. 

CGS (CDMG, 1999) maps indicate a portion of the slope area at the southwest corner of the site 
is within a seismic landslide hazard area; however, this was prior to the grading activity.  The 
geotechnical reports associated with grading of the site do not mention a potential for landslides 
in the Saugus Formation west of the site.  Bedding generally dips to the west and southwest into 
the slopes, therefore with the slope angles reduced by grading and bedding planes generally into 
the slope, landslide potential in the surrounding bedrock that might impact the site seems very 
low.   

Wilson et al. (1997) provide an analysis of seismically induced landslide potential in the project 
vicinity.  The Saugus Formation in the project vicinity is classified Geologic Material Group 3.  
Based on estimated strength of materials and slope category, the seismically induced landslide 
potential in this formation adjacent to the project site is classified very low. 

11. Geotechnical Testing of Representative Samples  
DYA (2004) provided logs of borings and prepared a geotechnical report summarizing its soil 
sampling and testing results (DYA, 2005).  Information presented in this report is summarized as 
applicable to this study. 

12. Expansive Soils  
Most sediments blanketing the valley area are coarse grained and would generally have a low 
potential for expansion.  Although finer grained components that are moderately to highly 
expansive may be present locally, these units are more likely present in low-lying areas near 
river channels (Santa Clarita, 2004).  Based on the project site location primarily underlain by 
Saugus Formation, the presence of potentially expansive soils is considered low.  This conclusion 
is confirmed by data from geotechnical testing (DYA, 2005), which classified the expansive index 
of the soils at 41 (very low).  Due to the limited number of borings, it is advised to perform 
additional field tests associated with final design to confirm the specific soil expansivity in 
proposed construction areas. 
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13. Geochemistry of Geologic Subgrade  
DYA (2005) has prepared a geotechnical report summarizing its chemical testing results with 
regard to corrosivity of soils.  They tested for pH, soluble chloride and soluble sulfate 
concentrations, and soil electrical resistivity to check for corrosion potential.  Results indicate 
that the soils are not expected to be corrosive to metal pipes, however a previous report by 
Pacific Soils (2000) suggests corrosive soil potential.  Therefore, additional field tests associated 
with final design are recommended to confirm the specific soil corrosivity in proposed construction 
areas. 

14. Flooding & Severe Erosion  
The City General Plan, Technical Report (2003) includes a flood hazards zone map (City Figure 
3.1-1) based on FEMA.  This map indicates the site is not within a 100-year flood hazard zone.  
The project site is approximately ½ mile west of Haskell Canyon, and upslope from the 
designated 100-year flood hazard zone in this canyon.  In addition, the site is not within a dam 
inundation area (City Figure 6.1-2).  Based on topographic features and primary surface water 
drainage, flash flooding and associated erosion are unlikely at the site based primarily on the 
grading, which has created a street and curb-and-gutter system to control runoff on non-erosive 
surfaces.  Control of surface water that is generated on the building pad or that falls or flows onto 
the building pad in non-erosive structures (roof drains, downspouts, hardscape, swales, 
underground piping) is critical to assuring that the south-facing fill slope remains fully intact, 
and is not subject to uncontrolled flow and erosion.   
 

Seismology & Calculation of Earthquake Ground-Motion 

15. Evaluation of Historic Seismicity  

Seismicity 
The project site is located in an active seismic region (Figure 7) characterized by the proximity 
of the San Andreas, Sierra Madre-San Fernando, and San Gabriel fault zones.  These faults 
impact all of Southern California, and are considered seismically “active” by the State of 
California Geological Survey (CGS, formerly the California Division of Mines and Geology 
[CDMG]).     

The maximum earthquake magnitude attributable to a fault and the resulting peak ground 
acceleration caused by this event generally measures the potential impact to a site from an 
earthquake occurring on a particular fault.  Energy released by such a maximum earthquake may 
produce ground motion capable of causing various types of ground failures (surface rupture, 
liquefaction, lateral spreading, differential settlement, landslides).   

Engineered structures and facilities are designed to withstand some percentage of the maximum 
(peak) amount of ground movement (referred to as “ground acceleration”) caused by the 
maximum event, as well as associated ground failures.  This peak value is compared to the force 
of gravity, so that an earthquake producing a horizontal movement equivalent to the force of 
gravity (g) would have a peak ground acceleration value of one (1.0) g. 
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Table 4 identified nearby and distant faults that could affect the project site, along with their 
expected maximum earthquakes.  The San Gabriel, Holser, Santa Susana, Sierra Madre-San 
Fernando, Northridge, and San Andreas fault zones have the highest likelihood of producing 
severe groundshaking during the life of the facilities. 

Earthquake History 
Numerous earthquakes have occurred in historic time in the general southern California region.  
Historic events are both pre-instrumental (all information is very approximate) and instrumental 
events (Figure 7).   

Significant Past Earthquakes (Magnitude Greater Than 6.0) 
A search was made (CGS, 2004a; Blake, 2000) for events of magnitude greater than 6.0 between 
1800 and 2000 within 100 kilometers of the site.  Events listed in Blake were disregarded if they 
were not also listed by the CGS.  Results including the expected peak horizontal ground 
acceleration and estimated Modified Mercalli Intensity are presented below in Table 5.   

 

Table 5 - List of Instrumentally Recorded Earthquakes with Magnitude Greater than 5.9 Within 
100 Kilometers of the Site—Sorted by Most to Least Potential Site Damage (Blake, 2000; 

California Geological Survey, 2004b) 
 

Epicenter 

Date Magnitude 
Latitude Longitude 

Name, 
Location, 

or 
Region 

Affected 

Loss of Life and 
Property 

Estimated 
Site 

Acceleration 
and Modified 

Mercalli 
Intensity 

February 
9, 1971 

6.4 34.41 -118.40 San 
Fernando-

Sylmar 

65 dead; more than 
2,000 injured; 

$505 million in 
losses 

 
0.22 
IX 

January 
17, 1994 

6.7 34.21 -118.54 Northridge 57 dead; more than 
9,000 injured; about 

$40 billion in 
property damage 

 
0.13 
VIII 

July 21, 
1952 

7.7 35.00 -119.02 Kern County 12 dead; $60 million 
in property damage 

0.085 
VII 

December 
8, 1812 

7.3? 34.37 -117.65 Wrightwood 40 dead at San Juan  
Capistrano 

0.05 
VI 

July 22, 
1899 

6.4 34.30 -117.50 Wrightwood Chimneys knocked 
down; landslides 

reported 

 
0.03 

V 
October 1, 
1987 

6.0 34.07 -118.08 Whittier 
Narrows 

8 dead; $358 million 
in property damage 

to 10,500 homes and 
businesses 

 
0.03 

V 
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16. Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analysis (PSHA) Evaluation of Earthquake 
Ground-Motion 

Potential Site Ground Motions 
A detailed probabilistic seismic hazard assessment (PSHA) using site-specific geotechnical 
parameters was not prepared for this report.  This section describes results from readily available 
sources to compliment any future more detailed study (if necessary).  The site lies within about 
5.9 kilometers of the San Gabriel fault zone to the west-southwest, 13.3 kilometers of the San 
Fernando fault zone to the southwest, and 24 kilometers from the San Andreas fault zone to the 
northeast.  A review of the probabilistic seismic hazard map for California (CGS, 2004d) 
indicates that the site lies in the zone of 0.50 to 0.60 g. (g = the force of gravity) for the 10% 
probability of being exceeded in 50 years considering a uniform firm-rock site condition (Figure 
8).  The CGS (2004d) website, provides Probabilistic Seismic Hazards ground motion estimates 
for specific locations and various soil conditions.  These values for the site are presented below 
in Table 6.  

Table 6 - Probabilistic Seismic Hazards Ground Motion Parameters (CGS, 2004c) 
 

Ground Motion Firm Rock Soft Rock Alluvium 
Peak Horizontal Ground Acceleration (g) 0.52  0.52  0.52  
Spectral Acceleration for a 0.2 second period 1.26  1.26  1.26  
Spectral Acceleration for a 0.1 second period 0.49  0.58 0.67 

 

17. Upper-Bound Earthquake Ground-Motion  
DYA (2005) prepared a simplified seismic hazard evaluation of the site for purposes of 
estimating potential seismic settlement of the site fill materials.  This did not include an estimate 
of the upper bound earthquake ground motions.  The UBE (949-year average return period) and 
DBE (475-year average return period) ground motions for earthquake wave periods of 0.1-, 0.2-, 
0.3-, 0.5-, 1.0, and 2.0 seconds were computed from the USGS database (USGS Website, 2005; 
Table 7). 

Table 7 – DBE and UBE Ground Motion Estimates (USGS, 2005) 
 

Period (seconds) DBE Ground Motion (in g = 
force of gravity) 

UBE 1 Ground Motion (in g = 
force of gravity) 

0.1 0.97 1.20 
0.2 1.24 1.53 
0.3 1.13 1.39 
0.5 0.85 1.05 
1 0.48 0.60 
2 0.24 0.30 

 1. This estimate is for a return period of 975 years, rather than 949 years, and is somewhat more conservative than the UBE. 

18. Design-Basis Earthquake Ground-Motion  
DYA (2005) prepared a simplified seismic hazard evaluation of the site for purposes of 
estimating potential seismic settlement of the site fill materials.  This did not include an estimate 
of the design basis earthquake ground motions.  See Table 7 above for the DBE ground motion 
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estimates. 

19. Characterize and Classify the Geologic Subgrade  
DYA (2005) classified the site geologic subgrade a SD (stiff soil) based on the results of 
geotechnical boring blow-counts (generally in the range of 15 to 50 blows per foot) and the 
condition of the fill material.   

20. Near-Source Coefficients and Distance to Nearest Active Fault  
DYA (2005) computed the near source coefficients for the site using the standard UBC method 
and determined Na (1.2) and Nv (1.4), and the nearest active fault is the San Gabriel at a distance 
of 5.9 kilometers.   

21. Peak Ground Acceleration for UBE and DBE Levels of Ground Motion  
DYA (2005) prepared a simplified seismic hazard evaluation of the site for purposes of 
estimating potential seismic settlement of the site fill materials.  This did not include an estimate 
of the UBE and DBE ground motions (zero period).  The UBE (975-year average return period) 
and DBE (475-year average return period) ground motions were computed as 0.62g and 0.51g, 
respectively (USGS Website, 2005). 

22. Normalized Spectral Acceleration  
DYA (2005) prepared a simplified seismic hazard evaluation of the site for purposes of 
estimating potential seismic settlement of the site fill materials.  This did not include an estimate 
of the site-specific normalized spectral acceleration values.  Estimated spectral acceleration 
values using the CGS calculation method (CGS, 2004d) from its website indicates spectral 
accelerations for 0.2- and 0.1-second periods to be 1.26g and 0.58g, respectively. 

23. Seismic Zone 3 or 4  
The site is in Seismic Zone 4 (DYA, 2005).  

24. Scaled Time-Histories of Earthquake Ground-Motion –  
DYA (2005) prepared a simplified seismic hazard evaluation of the site for purposes of 
estimating potential seismic settlement of the site fill materials.  This did not include an estimate 
of the site-specific scaled time-histories of earthquake ground motions.   

 
Liquefaction Analysis 

25. Geologic Setting for Occurrence of Seismically-Induced Liquefaction 
Liquefaction is the condition in relatively loose, saturated sandy sediments where internal shear 
strength is lost due to the repeated vibrations from earthquake shaking.  Dynamic (seismically 
induced) settlement can occur under these same conditions where sediments are only partially 
saturated.  These types of ground failures were observed in the 1933 Long Beach, 1971 San 
Fernando, and the 1994 Northridge earthquakes.  In the presence of a large earthquake, the 
liquefaction potential of an area is controlled both by the depth to the water surface (saturation) 
and the relative density of the sediments (soils).    
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Liquefaction-induced ground failure involves a complex interaction among seismic, geologic, 
soil, topographic, and groundwater factors.  Failures can include ground fissures, sand boils, 
ground settlement, loss of bearing strength, buoyancy effects, ground oscillation, flow failure and 
lateral spread (Bartlett and Youd, 1992).  These, in turn, can affect surface and subsurface 
structures.   

Liquefaction susceptibility for the City in the General Plan, Technical Report (2003, Figure 6.1-
2) indicates liquefaction potential in the central portion of the proposed project site.  This 
assessment is consistent with earlier studies prepared by (Haydon and Barrows, 1997).  Based on 
the hazard maps, the central section of the proposed project overlies a small canyon (now filled) 
that may exhibit liquefaction potential. 

With regard to the potential for liquefaction, it is likely that future water use patterns and 
groundwater management practices will continue to maintain local groundwater levels at or near 
average levels found today.  Based on the depth to groundwater (>50 feet), and the presence of 
engineered compacted fill with a subdrain system, DYA indicates that the liquefaction potential 
at the site is low.  

26. Liquefaction Methodology  
Based on the depth to groundwater of greater than 50 feet, DYA (2005) did not prepare a formal 
liquefaction analysis for the proposed site.   

27. Liquefaction Calculations 
Based on the depth to groundwater of greater than 50 feet, DYA (2005) did not prepare a formal 
liquefaction analysis for the proposed site.   

28. Seismically-Induced Settlement and Ground Deformation (Including Fill Slope 
Stability) 
Ground settlement potential exists if the sandy or silty materials are found to be liquefiable, 
possibly as liquefied sand deposits reconsolidate following ejection of the water and sand.  A 
loss of foundation bearing strength is unlikely unless very shallow perched water were to saturate 
loose sand or silt layers.  DYA (2005) indicates that liquefaction potential is low, therefore they 
did not perform a quantitative liquefaction analysis.   

Dry to partially saturated sediments that may not be susceptible to liquefaction may be 
vulnerable to dynamic consolidation and local ground subsidence.  This consolidation or 
densification occurs in loose cohesionless sediments as intense seismic shaking reduces intra-
granular void spaces.  Hazard maps are not normally created for this condition, and there are no 
specific data in the City, which allow prediction of the locations or magnitudes of potential 
consolidation and subsidence.  A seismic settlement analysis was prepared for the proposed site 
(DYA, 2005). 

In general, available information indicates a sequence of silty sand artificial engineered fill 
materials underlie the site to a depth of at least 50 feet.  Drilling and test results suggest that 
these deposits may be the susceptible to dynamic consolidation effects; DYA (2005) calculated 
approximately 2-inches under the building area.  Due to the non-homogeneous nature of the 
engineered fill, if there were some consolidation differential settlement of the building structure 
could be as much as 75 percent of the total settlement.  Since the southern portion of the site is 
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located adjacent to the 2:1 south-facing fill slope, it is possible that dynamic consolidation could 
lead to cracking near the edge of the slope.  This would be a ground failure hazard to structures 
near the edge of the slope.  Building foundations appear to meet the required UBC setback 
distance for the existing slope height.  

The stability of the south-facing engineered fill slope along the south edge of the site was not in 
the scope of the DYA study.  Prior geotechnical studies leading to the approval of the final 
grading for Tentative Tract No. 46908 are presented in the “References” listed in the Pacific 
Soils (1998, 2000) rough and final rough grade geotechnical reports.  Final stability calculations 
for this slope would have been provided at some stage of the TT46908 submittal process and the 
review determination of stability would have been made to allow the grading to be completed.  
This must be verified prior to the time final design and final building locations are determined. 

29. Lateral Spread Due to Liquefaction  
Lateral spread is a liquefaction-induced landslide of a fairly coherent block of soil and sediment 
deposits which moves laterally (along the liquefied zone) by gravitational force, sometimes on 
the order of 3 meters, often toward a topographic low (or free face) such as a depression or a 
valley area.  These failures occurred in areas with very low slope gradients, from near zero to 3 
degrees.  Since groundwater is greater than 50-feet deep in DYA boring B-3 (Figure 2A), and 
presumably under the majority of the site liquefaction potential is low, lateral spreading potential 
should be very low. 

30. Remedial Options for Liquefaction  
DYA (2005) indicates that liquefaction potential is low and no remedial options were 
recommended for the proposed site.   

31. Acceptance Criteria for Liquefaction Remediation  
DYA (2005) indicates that liquefaction potential is low and no remediation was recommended 
for the proposed site.   
 
Exceptional Geologic Hazards and Complicated Site Conditions 
Considerations in this category (CGS, 2004a) that are beyond the scope of this section are: 

• Phase I & II Environmental Site Assessment Work 

• California Environmental Quality Act 

• Ground-Water Quality 

The following potential geologic and seismic hazards are not known to occur in this portion of 
southern California and are not reported in the site area: 

• Hazardous Materials (naturally occurring methane gas, hydrogen sulfide gas, tar seeps, 
abandoned oil/gas wells) 

• On-Site Septic 

• Non-Tectonic Faulting and Hydrocollapse of Alluvial Fan Soils 
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• Regional Subsidence 

• Volcanic Eruption 

• Tsunami or Seiche 

• Asbestos 

• Radon-222 Gas 

A brief discussion of the reasons for these hazards not being significant at the site follows for 
each issue. 

32. Phase I & II Environmental Site Assessment Work  
Phase I & II Environmental Site Assessment is not a part of the scope of work for this report. 

33. Hazardous Materials (Naturally Occurring)  
The site is located near an oil and gas-producing region.  No oil and gas production wells are 
present in the immediate project area.  The nearest active oil and gas production areas are in the 
Placerita Field and Honor Rancho Field, approximately 7 kilometers south and 6 kilometers west, 
respectively.  Oil and gas exploration holes were identified in the project region, the nearest 
approximately 3 kilometers north of the project site.  This and other exploratory holes in the project 
region were abandoned as “dry holes” (DOGGR, 2004).  Undocumented dry holes are normally 
associated with typical oil and gas geologic structures and it is possible for such holes to be found 
in this portion of the Santa Clarita, although none are known within close proximity to the site. 

34. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
CEQA support is not a part of the scope of work for this report, although the content of this 
report could support a CEQA analysis. 

35. Ground-Water Quality  
Ground water quality evaluations are not a part of the scope of work for this report. 

36. On-Site Septic Systems  
It is understood that the site is served by a City of Santa Clarita sewer system and there would be 
no requirement for leach fields or leach pits.  

37. Non-Tectonic Faulting and Hydrocollapse of Alluvial Fan Soils  
Soils underlying most of the city and its area of interest are not considered potentially collapsible 
due to the introduction of water.  However, some alluvial and wind-blown deposits on the valley 
floor may be susceptible to collapse.  The geotechnical analysis has determined that engineered 
fill materials underlie the site and that previous alluvial deposits were presumably removed 
before placement of the fill materials in the late 1990s.  The potential for soil collapse potential is 
considered low.  Non-tectonic faulting is considered under subsidence below.   

38. Regional Subsidence  
Fluid (water, oil and gas) extraction and subsequent settling of unconsolidated sediments can 
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cause area-wide subsidence.  Surface subsidence can result from withdrawal of oil and gas, as 
well as groundwater.  Early examples of subsidence in the nearby Los Angeles Basin (prior to oil 
and gas extraction) are believed related to groundwater pumping.  Later, oil and gas withdrawal 
caused significant surface subsidence in the Long Beach area as well as over and around other oil 
fields in southern California.  The location of major oil drilling areas and state-designated oil 
fields are areas with subsidence potential; oil resource areas are defined by the State of California 
Division of Oil, Gas, & Geothermal Resources.  Oil and gas fields are present in the project region, 
approximately 6 to 7 kilometers west and south of the site (Santa Clarita, 2004, Figure 3.1-6).  Oil 
and gas exploration holes were drilled in the project region, but were abandoned as “dry holes” 
(DOGGR, 2004).  The nearest dry hole (Atlas Oil Company ‘Acosta’ 1) is in the southwest quarter 
of Section 24, approximately 3 kilometers north of the project site. 

Regional subsidence resulting from groundwater extraction has not been reported in the Santa 
Clarita planning area (Santa Clarita, 2004), but it is documented in other nearby regions.  
Groundwater withdrawal in the Mojave Desert well north of the site (e.g., Palmdale, Lancaster, 
Victorville) has caused subsidence and associated ground fissures (non-tectonic faults).   

Since most of the project site overlies hilly Saugus Formation bedrock terrain, not thick fluvial 
aquifer deposits, subsidence associated with groundwater extraction is not anticipated at the site.  
Therefore, subsidence that may lead to differential settlement and structural damage is not 
considered to a hazard of concern for the project site. 

39. Volcanic Eruption  
The southern California area has no active volcanoes and no known dormant volcanoes that could 
reactivate to cause eruptions, and therefore the hazard at the site does not exist. 

40. Tsunami or Seiche  
Tsunamis are long period, seismically generated sea waves caused by seafloor displacements 
(faulting or landslides).  Since the project site is located a substantial distance the Pacific Ocean 
shoreline at an elevation over 490 meters, no tsunami hazard is present. 

Seiches are generated by the "sloshing" of water in an enclosed, or partially enclosed, body of 
water caused by displacement within the water body, or more likely longer period earthquake 
motions.  Based on analysis of the U.S. Geologic Survey (1996) topographic map (Newhall 
quadrangle) and a site inspection, no enclosed water structure (water tanks) exists immediately up 
gradient at higher topographic levels that the site.  As a result, the site would not be affected by 
failure of nearby water tanks to cause a flooding hazard at the site. 

41. Asbestos  
Naturally occurring asbestos is found in California in formations associated with serpentine and 
tremolite, and no such formations are known in the geologic units at or adjacent to the site.   

42. Radon-222 Gas  
In California, radon gas is typically found within organic-rich marine shale, phosphate-rich 
sedimentary rock, diatomaceous shale, light-colored volcanic rock, and some granite.  While 
such rock types are present in southern California, overall the area is classified by the USEPA as 
Zone 2 with a moderate potential for radon occurrence (2 to 4 pico-Curies/liter). 
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43. Other Geologic Hazards  
No other geologic hazards, not discussed above, were noted in the site vicinity. 

 
Grading-Plan Review and Foundation-Plan Review 

44. Areas of Cut & Fill, Preparation of Ground, Depth of Removals and 
Recompaction 
DYA (2005) prepared geotechnical analysis for the proposed site and has discussed necessary 
processes for future fill placement, site preparation and grading, depth of removal for unsuitable 
materials, and recompaction of existing fill materials.    

45. Geologic & Geotechnical Inspections and Problems Anticipated During 
Grading  
DYA (2005) prepared geotechnical analysis for the proposed site and has discussed in general 
necessary future site inspections.   

46. Subdrainage Plans for Ground Water and Surface Water  
Subdrains for subsurface (groundwater) water were installed in the bottom of former drainage 
courses that underlie the engineered fill at the site (Pacific Soils, 1998).  The surface drainage 
system design was not reviewed and evaluated at this time.  DYA (2005) prepared geotechnical 
analysis for the proposed site and has discussed in general necessary drainage features related to 
future backfill and surface runoff.  Complete drainage plans will be required for final design of 
new construction.  It is very important that water no be allowed to pond on the site in pervious 
areas so that the fill beneath the site does not become excessively moist.  In addition, surface 
drainage should be controlled by impervious drainage devices and directed away from the south-
facing fill slope. 

47. Cut-Fill Prisms  
DYA (2005) prepared geotechnical analysis for the proposed site and has discussed in general 
criteria for future engineered fill on-site.   

48. Deep Foundations, Structural Mat Foundations (only as applicable)  
DYA (2005) prepared geotechnical analysis for the proposed site and has discussed the specific 
foundation requirements.  Shallow spread footings and a mat foundation appear to be suitable for 
the main building.  Due to the potential for approximately 2-inches of dynamic settlement, it 
appears that a mat foundation would be the preferred choice since it is structurally “tied-
together” and would better tolerate differential settlements without cracking and disturbance of 
the building structure.   

49. Retaining Walls, Engineered Fill Buttresses, Soil-Nailed Walls, 
Geosynthetics, Gabions 
DYA (2005) prepared geotechnical analysis for the proposed site and has discussed retaining 
wall designs.  No earth buttresses, soil-nailed walls, or gabions are required.  Geotextile material 
is suggested with regard to drainage behind retaining walls.  Retaining wall designs are standard; 
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backfill, lateral pressures, and foundation loads are discussed.   
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51. Engineering Geology Report Signed by Certified Engineering Geologist  
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Please contact the undersigned at 626 791-1589 if you have any questions. 
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WILSON GEOSCIENCES INC. 
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Figure 1A – Site Location (Thomas Guide, 2002) 
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Figure 1B – Site Location and Topography (USGS Quadrangle: 
Newhall, 1995) 
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FIGURE 2A - Conceptual Site Plan and Geotechnical Boring Locations (Diaz-Yourman, 2005)  
 

SCALE 1-INCH = 80 FEET [SEE GRAPHIC SCALE] 

NOTE: The currently proposed construction and existing structures (e.g., roads, slopes, sidewalks = redlines) do not exactly match the 
previous preliminary construction plans shown on the topographic base map.  Underlying contours represent a previous grading 
configuration described by DYA (2005).  Approximate building pad contours (1606- and 1608-feet) are highlighted by the small blue 
rectangles and black arrows.  The existing south-facing fill slope bordering the site on the south is depicted on Figure 4. 
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SOURCE: DYA, 2005 
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FIGURE 2B - Site Area “Original” Topography and Generalized 
Existing Contours (Diaz-Yourman, 2005)  

 

 
NOTE: The solid contour lines represent original pre-grading topography showing the 
“PROPOSED FIRE STATION SITE” building pad encircled by the short dashed line.  The green 
long dash-dot lines represent the former canyon bottoms that have been filled up to about 85-
feet with engineered fill.  The east-west black line of a long dash-two short dashes” is the 
southern property boundary and the top of the south-descending fill slope with contours shown 
as roughly east-west medium dashed lines.  Selected contour elevations for the original 
topography are shown (e.g., 1605, 1610, 1550).  The current building pad elevation where 
buildings are proposed is about 1605- to 1609-feet (see Figure 2A).  
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Figure 3 – Site Area Geology Map (1 Inch ~ 2000 Feet; Dibblee, 1996) 
 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

NORTH 

 



 

A-7 

FIGURE 4 - This north-northwest-to-south-southeast oriented diagrammatic cross-section (profile built by TOPO 

software) illustrates the exiting fill slope angle on the south side of the building pad.  All geologic material under the site is 
Saugus Formation bedrock. 
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FIGURE 5 – Groundwater Contours in Alluvium (CDMG, 1997) 
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FIGURE 6 – Landslides (CDMG, 1997) 
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FIGURE 7 – Earthquake Epicenter Map (Blake, 2000) 
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Figure 8  - Regional Earthquake Shaking Probability (CGS, 
2004d) 
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Figure 9 –Liquefaction Susceptibility (CDMG, 1998) 
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1.0 Introduction 
 
 
At the direction of Sapphos Environmental, Davy & Associates, Inc. has completed  
a revised acoustical analysis of the proposed Los Angeles County Fire Station No. 108 
project in Santa Clarita, California. 
 
Section 2.0 includes a discussion of the regulatory framework for the project including 
State of California guidelines and the City of Santa Clarita Noise Ordinance 
requirements.   
 
Section 3.0 discusses significant thresholds for the Project.   
 
Section 4.0 includes a discussion of the measurements of 24-hour ambient noise levels 
at the proposed Fire Station site.   
 
Section 5.0 discusses potential noise impacts of the operation of the emergency 
vehicles operating out of the Station.   
 
Section 6.0 discusses noise related to construction of the proposed Fire Station.   
 
Section 7.0 discusses traffic volumes in the area Section 8.0 summarizes the results of 
this analysis. 
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2.0 Regulatory Framework 
 
Characteristics of Noise 
 
Noise can be defined as unwanted sound.  Both noise and sound are caused by 
mechanical oscillations of air molecules.  There is no physical difference between noise 
and sound.  At certain levels, noise can cause speech interference, sleep disturbance or 
awakening, and interference with activities or recreation.  
 
Noise Metrics 
 
To accurately account for human reaction to noise, a complete description of the noise 
must be provided by the metric chosen.  This description should include intensity, 
frequency characteristics, and variation with time. 
 
Community noise levels are commonly measured using a metric termed “A-weighted 
noise levels” or noise levels in dBA. 
 
A-weighted noise levels are filtered or weighted to quantitatively reduce the effect of low 
frequency noise.  This metric was designed to approximate the response of the human 
ear to noise.  A-weighted noise levels are measured in decibels with a standard sound 
level meter that includes an A-weighting filter.  A-weighted levels provide a simple 
measure that correlates well with human subjective assessment of the loudness or 
noisiness of many types of noise. 
 
In general, community noise varies with time on a daily, weekly, or annual basis.  To 
account for the temporal variation of noise, metrics including the equivalent sound level 
(LEQ) and statistical noise levels (LN values) have been developed. 
 
LEQ is the steady state noise level that has the same acoustic energy as the time 
varying environmental noise level over the measurement period.  LEQ is fully  defined in 
Appendix A.    
 
The statistical noise level Ln is that noise level which is exceeded n% of the time during 
the observation period.  For example, the L90 level is the noise level exceeded 90% of 
the time and L50 is the noise level exceeded 50% of the time.  These two particular 
levels are significant in that the L50 represents the median noise level and L90 is an 
approximate measure of the lowest noise level in a given community when there are no 
identifiable noise sources in the area.  Statistical noise levels are usually A-weighted.  
These statistical noise levels are also defined in Appendix A. 
 
The Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) was developed as a land-use planning 
tool in the State of California to assess the potential impact of highway, railroad, and 
airport noise on residential areas.  
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CNEL is the energy averaged noise level measured over a 24-hour period with different 
weighing factors for the noise levels occurring during the day, evening, and nighttime 
periods.  Evening (7 p.m. to 10 p.m.) and nighttime (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) noise 
events are increased in level by 5 and 10 dB respectively to account for the lower 
tolerance of people to noise during these time periods.  There is no increase for noise 
events occurring during daytime hours (7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.).  CNEL is fully defined in 
Appendix A. 
 
The Federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD), and the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) utilize a  
24-hour metric that is similar to the CNEL.  This metric is referred to as the Day Night 
Equivalent Level (LDN).  
 
The LDN standard is essentially the same as the CNEL standard with the evening 
(7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.) weighing equal to one.  That means that there is no increase 
for evening noise events.  The LDN standard is used nationally and is beginning to 
appear in California Codes.  Whereas the LDN generally is less than the CNEL by 
approximately 1 dB, it is generally considered to be equivalent to and interchangeable 
with the CNEL metric.  LDN is fully defined in Appendix A. 
 
Regulatory Setting 
 
State of California 
 
In the State of California, Senate Bill 860 (Beilenson) which became effective  
January 1, 1976 directed the California Office of Noise Control within the State 
Department of Health to prepare “Guidelines for the Preparation and Content of Noise 
Elements of the General Plan.”  Part of the purpose of these guidelines was to provide 
sufficient information concerning the noise environment in the Community so that noise 
may be considered in the Land Use Planning Process.  As part of this publication, Land 
Use Compatibility Standards were developed in four categories.  These categories 
included Normally Acceptable, Conditionally Acceptable, Normally Unacceptable, and 
Clearly Unacceptable.  These categories were based on earlier work done by HUD.  
The interpretation of the four categories is as follows: 
 

Normally Acceptable: Specified Land Use is satisfactory without special 
insulation. 
 
Conditionally Acceptable: New Development requires detailed analysis of noise 
insulation requirements 

 
Normally Unacceptable: New Development is discouraged and requires a 
detailed analysis of insulation features. 

 
 Clearly Unacceptable: New Development should not be undertaken. 
 
_____________ 

1 The California Department of Aeronautics, “Noise Standards,” California Administrative Code, Chapter 9, Title 4 (Register 70, No. 
48, November 28, 1970) 

3 



A copy of this Land Use Compatibility Metric for Community Noise Environments is 
shown in Figure 1. 
 
As can be seen from the data in Figure 1, the dividing line between Normally 
Acceptable and Conditionally Acceptable for single-family residential is CNEL 55 to 60.  
For multi-family, residential, and transient lodging - hotels and motels it is  
CNEL 60 to 65.  The dividing line between Conditionally Acceptable and Normally 
Unacceptable for the same Land Use categories is CNEL 70. 
 
The State Building Code (Part 2, Title 24, CCR) establishes uniform minimum noise 
insulation performance standards to protect persons within new hotels, motels, 
dormitories, long-term care facilities, apartment houses and residential units other than 
detached single-family residences from the effects of excessive noise, including but not 
limited to hearing loss or impairment and interference with speech and sleep.  
Residential structures to be located where the CNEL or LDN is 60 dBA or greater are 
required to provide sound insulation to limit the interior CNEL to a maximum of 45 dBA.  
An acoustical analysis report prepared by a person experienced in the field of acoustical 
engineering is required for the issuance of a building permit for these structures. 
 
City of Santa Clarita 
 
 
The City of Santa Clarita Noise Ordinance Chapter 11.44-Noise Limits sets maximum 
noise levels for various zones. The noise limits for residential zones are as follows: 
 
 Region    Time      Noise Level 
 
 Residential         7:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m.       65 dBA 
 
 Residential         9:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.       55 
 
 
The noise level limits listed above are adjusted for corrections concerning steady one, 
and time of occurrence. For steady one such as a siren, the correction would be  
minus 5 dB. For noise occurring less than one minute per hour, the correction would be 
20 dB. Therefore, the allowable levels for daytime 80 dBA and the allowable levels for 
nighttime would be 70 dBA.  
 
The ordinance also defines the sound amplifying equipment as any machine or device 
for the amplification of any sound not including warning devices on emergency vehicles. 
The implication of this is that emergency vehicle warning devices such as fire truck 
sirens are exempt from the Santa Clarita Noise Ordinance.  
 
Therefore, the Santa Clarita Noise Ordinance does not apply to this project.  
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3.0  Significance Thresholds 
 
 
If noise levels from the project result in a substantial increase in existing ambient noise 
levels, then a significant environmental impact would occur. 
 
It is important to consider ambient noise level increases.  Ambient noise levels are most 
appropriately defined in terms of CNEL values since these account for a full day of 
noise exposure. 
 
If a given area is characterized by a quiet noise environment and a new noise source is 
introduced that increases the noise exposure in the area without violating the Santa 
Clarita Noise Ordinance, then a noise impact might occur.  Objective standards  
for evaluating such impacts have not been adopted formally within Santa Clarita or even 
within the State of California.  It is important to note that the CNEL values listed in 
Figure 1 are only guidelines. 
 
It is generally accepted that most people will consider an increase in the existing CNEL 
ambient level of 5 dB or more as noticeable.  Therefore, a CNEL increase of 5 dBA or  
more is generally considered to be a significant environmental impact.  A change in the 
CNEL value from 3 to 5 dBA may be noticed by some people.  Therefore, this level of 
change is generally considered to constitute an adverse impact since these conditions  
could lead to complaints.  Changes in the CNEL values of less than 3 dBA are 
generally not noticeable and are therefore considered to not be significant impacts. 
 
Even though increases in CNEL values of 3 to 5 dBA are generally not considered to 
be significant noise impacts, if there is a category change in the Land Use Compatibility 
Guidelines discussed in Figure 1 above, the overall impact would be considered to be 
significant.  For example, a category change would occur if the CNEL value moves from 
normally acceptable to conditionally acceptable.  The following significance thresholds  
are therefore proposed for the project. 
 
 
 CNEL Increases    Category Change    Impact 
 
               5 dBA or more             No       Significant 
 
     3 to 5 dBA             No       Adverse 
 
     3 to 5 dBA             Yes      Significant 
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4.0  Ambient Noise Measurement Procedures and Results 
 
 
Ambient noise data was collected over a 24-hour period at a location on Rock Canyon 
Road opposite the proposed site from 1:00 p.m. on March 3, 2005 to 1:00 p.m. on  
March 4, 2005.  
 
Noise levels at the site are dominated by local traffic on Rock Canyon Road. No other 
significant sources of noise were noted during the site visit. 
 
Data was collected at this location with a Larson Davis Model 700 sound level  
meter.  This meter has its own internal clock, and for the 24-hour measurement, the  
clock was set to the correct time and the run time was programmed.  A-weighting and fast 
meter response was utilized. 
 
At the 24-hour monitoring location, the receiving microphone was mounted 
approximately 10' above grade with a microphone boom.   The microphone was 
connected to the sound level meter by cable and the sound level meter was locked 
in a security enclosure that was chained to the bottom of a utility pole. External 
batteries were also stored in the security enclosure and were connected to the sound 
level meter prior to the start of the monitoring.  The overall response of the 
microphone/cable/sound level meter system was checked with a B&K 4230 acoustical 
calibrator prior to the start of the monitoring.  The calibration was also checked at the 
end of the monitoring. 
 
Following the 24-hour monitoring, the sound level meter was collected and the data  
was downloaded to a computer. 
 
Tabular data for the 24-hour data is contained in Appendix B.  
 
The second column in each table is the LEQ value for each measurement hour.  The third 
column entitled “LMAX” is the maximum noise level in each measurement hour.  
 
The last four columns are titled L02, L08, L25, and L50.  These are noise levels that  
were exceeded during each measurement hour for 2%, 8%, 25%, and 50% of the 
time.  These statistical noise levels correspond to the noise levels exceeded for 1 
minute, 5 minutes, 15 minutes, and 30 minutes in each measurement hour. 
 
A plot of the 24-hour LEQ values is shown in Appendix C. This computer printout also 
shows the CNEL value at the monitoring location. This value is summarized in Table 1.   
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Table 1 
 

Ambient CNEL Noise Levels in dB 
 

   Location             CNEL 
 
          Rock Canyon Road           65.9 dB   
 
  
Since the area around the proposed Fire Station site is fully developed, it is unlikely that 
there will be any significant increases in traffic volumes in this area. Traffic is due 
entirely to local residential trips. Therefore, ambient noise levels are not expected to 
increase following completion of the project. It should be noted that due to the short  
term nature of the fire truck sirens, maximum ambient noise levels should be the critical 
factor in defining noise level impacts. Minimum ambient noise levels were in the  
43 to 49 dBA range during early morning hours from midnight to 2:00 a.m.   
 
5.0 Project Noise Impacts 
 
 
The only significant noise level impacts outside of construction noise which is discussed 
in Section 6.0 will be related to noise from the fire truck sirens. Typically, fire trucks will 
start their sirens when they leave the Fire House and will continue until they arrive at 
their destination. 
 
A representative from the Fire Department (Mr.  Ross Pistone - LACO Fire Department 
Construction & Maintenance) has indicated that the siren used by the Fire Department 
is manufactured by Federal Signal, Model Q2B.  This siren has been measured to have 
a noise level of 123 dB at 10 feet.  
 
Noise levels were also measured during a fire truck pass-by at a Los Angeles County 
Fire Station with siren on at a distance of 30 feet utilizing an IVIE PC40 Real Time 
Analyzer in octave band format. The results of the source measurements were utilized 
to determine the octave band frequency content of the Model Q2B siren utilized by the 
Fire Department.  Adjustments were made to determine an overall A-Weighted noise 
level of 109 dBA at a distance of 50 feet which is equivalent to 123 dB at a distance of 
10 feet.  

Table 2 
 

Octave Band Noise Levels in dB at 50 Feet 
 
 63     125 250   500   1000 2000    4000     8000      A-Weighted 
 

83      82   78        93  108      102       92 80        109 dBA 
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An in-house computer program, “Outdoor,” was utilized to calculate noise levels at the 
three receptor locations.  This computer program, which has been corroborated  
extensively with field measurements over the past fifteen years includes the effects of 
shielding from walls and/or berms, atmospheric absorption effects based on  
temperature and relative humidity conditions, directionality effects, ground absorption 
effects, distance effects for user selectable noise source types, and octave band source 
noise levels. 

 
The most conservative assumption was made for atmospheric effects.  A 50% relative 
humidity was assumed which will result in minimum atmospheric absorption.  
 
Mr. Pistone of the Los Angeles County Fire Department measured the street and the 
distance to the houses. Mr. Pistone stated that the street is 40 feet wide and from the 
center lane to the curb is 20 feet.  The distance between the curb and the nearest point 
of the houses/garages (master bedrooms are usually above garage) is an additional  
30 feet.  Therefore, the centerline of the street to the houses is approximately 50 feet.  
As can be seen from the results in Table 2, the overall A-Weighted noise level at the 
closest houses when the sirens are in use will be approximately 109 dBA,   
 
Standard residential construction normally provides an A-Weighted noise reduction of 
25 dB. However, as can be seen from the data in Table 2, the octave band noise level 
in the 1000 Hertz octave band is the predominant noise level. In the 1000 and 2000 
Hertz octave bands typical residential noise reduction is in the 33 dB range. This means 
that interior maximum noise levels will be in the 76 dBA range in sensitive rooms such 
as bedrooms during late night and early morning hours.   
 
The general population varies with respect to their reaction to maximum interior noise 
levels during nighttime hours.  The higher the interior noise level, the greater  
percentage of the general population will be awakened.  A summary of a sleep 
disturbance study that was conducted by the California State Department of Health 
indicated that the following percentages of people would be awakened as a function of 
maximum noise level. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
______ 
1 Duscussion of NANCO “Noise Effects Handbook” with Dr. Frank Gomez, Environmental Health Officer, LA County 
Department of Health and Dr. Jerome Lukas, Senior Psycho-Acoustician, State Department of Health, Berkeley, 
California 
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Table 3 
 

Sleep Disturbance Criteria 
 
          Maximum   % People 
  Effect   Noise Level    Affected 
 
 Sleep State Change     70 dBA        50% 
 
     “            60          35 
 
     “            50              20 
 
                     Awaken           75               30 
 
     “            65               20 
 
     “            55             10 
 
 
As can be seen from the results summarized in Table 3, with windows closed, more 
than 50% of the general population will have their sleep state altered and more than 
30% of general population will be awakened.  
 
If windows are open, the noise reduction of the buildings will be approximately 12 dB. 
This means that maximum noise levels will be approximately 97 dB in interior rooms. 
The data listed in Table 3 has not been extrapolated to this high noise level. However, it 
can be estimated that almost everyone will either have their sleep state changed or they 
would be awakened by maximum noise levels in this range.  
 
There are no mitigation measures that are available to minimize interior noise level 
impacts from fire truck sirens on residential units. In their approval of the Seco Canyon 
Development Project, the County of Los Angeles did not require the developer to equip 
residential units with design features that are capable of reducing noise levels such as 
air-conditioning and double pane windows with a minimum STC 32 rating. However, 
windshield surveys indicated that these design features appear to be provided in most 
of the single-family residential units.  
 
In residential areas, the firefighter specialist has the discretion to limit siren use, except 
where necessary to protect public safety. County policy requires the use of sirens at 
controlled intersections.  
 
 
 
________ 
²Handbook of Noise Control, Second Edition, Editor Cyril M. Harris, Ph.D. 1979 Page 42-7. 
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Although limiting the use of emergency signaling devices has been imposed in some 
cities in the United States, it is no the adopted policy of the County of Los Angeles.1 
 
 
6.0 Construction Noise Impacts 
 
 
Noise measurements have been conducted on various pieces of construction 
equipment on other projects.  This data has been maintained in our files.  Noise 
measurements were generally made at a distance of 50 feet from the operating 
equipment.  Other distances were required for some of the pieces of equipment, and 
this data was extrapolated to a 50 foot standard distance.  These measured noise 
levels are summarized for the proposed equipment schedule as follows. 
 

Table 4 
 

A-Weighted Noise Levels in dB at 50 feet 
For Various Types of Construction Equipment 

 
   Construction Equipment             Noise Level 
 
                    Dozer                  77 dBA 
 
              Water Truck                          81 
 
                   Grader                           76 
 
               Pick-Up Truck                76 
 
                Dump Truck                          75 
 
                    Crane                                             80 
 
            Concrete Mix Truck                       75 
 
                     Roller                                             81 
                  

 
Actual noise levels associated with construction at the project will vary widely during  
the course of construction depending on where the equipment is located and what 
pieces of equipment are in use at any one time.   
 
 
 

10

                                                           
1 Handbook of Noise Control, Second Edition, Editor Cyril M. Harris, Ph.D. 1979. Page 42-7.  



 
Maximum noise levels associated with all construction equipment operating at the 
same time would probably never occur during construction.  Typically, noise levels  
from construction activity will range from 75 dBA to 85 dBA at a distance of 50 feet.   
 
There will be some times when construction noise will be audible, however, this is 
considered to be an insignificant noise impact.   
 
Even though construction noise is considered to be insignificant, it is recommended that 
the following noise reduction measures be implemented. 
 

1. Restrict grading and construction activities to daily operation between 
  7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday and 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 

p.m. on Saturdays.  There should be no work on Sundays or Federal 
holidays. 

 
 2. Ensure that all construction and grading equipment is properly  
  maintained.  All vehicles and compressors should utilize exhaust 

mufflers, and engine enclosure covers as designed by the manufacturer 
should be in place at all times. 

 
7.0 Traffic Noise Analysis 
 
 
The traffic report prepared by Barton-Aschman Associates dated October, 2002 dealt 
with the traffic volume increases and level of service conditions on the major arterials 
around the project such as Seco Canyon Road, Copper Hill Drive, Boquet Canyon 
Road, Magic Mountain Parkway and McBean Parkway. Due to the nature of the 
neighborhood surrounding proposed Fire Station 108, traffic volumes are not anticipated 
to change since the neighborhoods are built out and the only traffic serves local 
residences.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

11 



8.0 Summary of Results 
 
 
Short-term noise levels from construction activities may be audible and annoying in 
some areas.  However, with the recommendations proposed in Section 6.0 can 
minimize this potential annoyance.   
 
As summarized in Section 5.0, noise levels from fire truck sirens during late night or 
early morning hours in the residential neighborhoods east of Seco Canyon Road and 
north of Copper Hill Drive will have the same impact on the ambient noise levels as the 
existing service provided by FS 111. However, as indicated in Section 4 of the EIR, the 
average travel distance and time would be significantly reduced with the proposed 
project. In addition, in residential areas the firefighter specialist has the discretion to limit 
siren use, except where necessary to protect public safety. County policy requires the 
use of sirens at all controlled intersections. 
 
As summarized in Section 7.0, traffic noise increases due to the Project will be 
insignificant. 
 
 
                                             
____________________ 
Bruce A. Davy, P.E. 
Davy & Associates, Inc. 
I.N.C.E. Board Certified 
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APPENDIX A 
 



Noise Metrics for Evaluation  
of Community Response to Noise 

 
One area of environmental acoustics which has received considerable  
attention in recent years is the development of methods for describing the impact of 
noise on communities.  Attempts to correlate noise levels with community 
annoyance have led to the development of a number of different metrics or 
descriptors for the assessment of community reactions.  To accurately account for 
human reaction to noise, a complete description of the noise must be provided by 
the metric chosen.  This complete description  
should include intensity, frequency characteristics, and variation with time.  Some 
characteristics of a few of the more commonly used noise descriptors  

 are as follows: 
 
 A-WEIGHTED NOISE LEVEL (dBA) 
 

A-weighted noise levels are filtered or weighted to quantitatively reduce 
  the effect of low frequency noise.  This metric was designed to  

approximate the response of the human ear to noise.  A-weighted noise 
levels are measured in decibels with a standard sound level meter which 
contains the A-weighted network. 

 
A-weighted levels provide a simple measure that correlates well with human 
subjective assessment of the loudness or noisiness of many types of noise. 

 
 STATISTICAL NOISE LEVELS (Ln) 
 

The statistical noise level Ln is that noise level which is exceeded n% of the 
time during the observation period.  For example, the L90 level is the noise 
level exceeded 90% of the time and L50 is the noise level  
exceeded 50% of the time.  These two particular levels are significant in that 
the L50 represents a median noise level and L90 is an approximate measure 
of the lowest noise level in a given community when there are  
no identifiable noise sources in the area.  The L90 level is often used as the 
ambient noise level for a particular area. 

 
All statistical noise levels are usually A-weighted unless otherwise specified. 
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EQUIVALENT SOUND LEVEL (LEQ)

Equivalent Sound Level (LEQ) is the energy averaged noise level integrated
over some specified amount of time.  The purpose of LEQ is to provide a
single number measure of time-varying noise for a specific time period.

Equivalent signifies that the numerical value of the fluctuating noise is
equivalent in level to a steady state noise with the same amount of 
acoustic energy.  This specified time integration period may be for varying
durations - 2 minutes, 2 hours, or 24 hours.  If not stipulated, the level of the
noise is taken to be A-weighted, although other frequency weightings may be
used.

24-HOUR EQUIVALENT LEVEL (LEQ 24)

The LEQ (24) is a special case of LEQ.  It is simply the LEQ measured over a
24-hour period.

COMMUNITY NOISE EQUIVALENT LEVEL (CNEL)

The Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) is the energy averaged noise
level measured over a 24-hour period with different weighting
factors for the noise levels occurring during the day, evening, and
nighttime periods.  Evening (7 p.m. - 10 p.m.) and nighttime (10 p.m. - 7 a.m.)
noise events are increased in level by 5 and 10 dB respectively to account for
the lower tolerance of people to noise during those time periods.

CNEL was developed for noise surveillance in land use planning and is used
in the State Of California for evaluation of the potential impact of highway,
railroad, and airport noise on residential areas.

CNEL may be determined from the following relationship:

24

i iCNEL = 10 log 9  � '  W  x  log  LEQ/10� /24 A-1

                      I=1
where:

iW  is the time of day weighting factor as follows:

Period    Time Weighting
         

        Daytime   7:00 a.m. -   7:00 p.m.           1
Evening   7:00 p.m. - 10:00 p.m.            3

    Nighttime 10:00 p.m. -   7:00 a.m.            10

iLEQ is the equivalent sound level for the ith hour of the day.

A-2



 DAY-NIGHT LEVEL (LDN) 
 

The LDN standard is essentially the same as the CNEL standard with the 
evening (7 p.m. - 10 p.m.) weighting equal to 1.  The LDN standard is  
used nationally and is beginning to appear in California Codes.  It is 
generally considered to be interchangeable with the CNEL metric. 

 
 

REFERENCES TO APPENDIX A 
 
(California Department of Aeronautics, "Noise Standards," California Administrative 
Code, Chapter 9,  Title 4 (Register 70, No. 48, November 28, 1970) 
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APPENDIX B 
 



LA COUNTY FIRE STATION NO. 108 
AMBIENT NOISE MEASUREMENTS 

 
    START TIME: 1:00 P.M. 
    END TIME: 1:00 P.M. 
    DATE:  MARCH 3-4, 2005 
    LOCATION: ROCK CANYON ROAD 
 
INTERVAL REPORT    LDL MODEL 700 B0428 
DATA FROM: JN2004-110 
 
Date:  March 3-4, 2005    Period: 01:00 h:m   
 
 
Time  LEQ  LMAX L02  L08  L25  L50 
 
1:00 p.m. 62.0   81.0  72.0  67.0  60.0  53.5 
2:00  69.5           108.0  73.5  68.0  61.5  54.0 
3:00  61.5   84.0  71.0  66.0  58.5  51.0 
4:00  65.0   95.5  72.5  66.5  58.0  51.0 
5:00  60.5   82.5  71.0  65.0  55.5  46.5 
6:00  59.5   85.5  69.0  61.0  50.5  44.5 
 
7:00  58.0   80.5  68.5  60.5  49.5  44.0 
8:00  54.0   80.5  64.0  56.0  44.5  41.5 
9:00  56.5   86.5  66.0  56.0  43.5  40.5 
 
10:00  56.5   87.0  63.0  50.0  42.5  41.0 
11:00  50.5   78.5  56.0  44.0  40.5  40.0 
12:00 a.m. 45.5   73.5  50.5  42.5  40.0  39.5 
1:00  43.0   62.5  50.0  46.0  42.5  40.5 
2:00  49.0   82.0  56.0  47.0  42.5  41.5 
3:00  48.0   74.5  56.0  46.5  42.0  41.0 
4:00  55.0   82.5  64.5  52.0  46.0  42.5 
5:00  59.5   80.5  71.0  62.5  51.5  47.5 
6:00  64.0   82.0  74.0  69.5  62.0  55.0 
7:00  67.5   86.0  77.0  73.5  66.5  57.0 
8:00  65.0   84.5  76.0  68.5  57.5  51.0 
9:00  67.0   93.5  77.0  70.0  58.5  52.5 
10:00  64.5   88.5  74.5  68.0  58.5  49.5 
11:00  67.0   93.0  75.5  70.0  62.0  52.5 
12:00 p.m. 64.5   89.0  74.5  67.5  59.0  51.5 
 
 
CNEL: 65.8 
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APPENDIX F 
SPEED ANALYSIS 

 



 
 
 
 
 

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Mr. John Moreno, Sapphos Environmental 
       
FROM: Srinath Raju, P.E. 
  Chris Munoz 
 
SUBJECT: County of Los Angeles Fire Station #108 Project  
  Speed Survey and Analysis 
 
DATE: September 20, 2006 REF: RA 220 
 
 
This technical memorandum summarizes spot-speed survey, analysis, and study conducted by 
Raju Associates, Inc., for the proposed County of Los Angeles Fire Station #108 Project located at 
28799 N. Rock Canyon Drive in the unincorporated area of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County, 
California. The spot-speed surveys were conducted to determine the existing speeds along the 
streets adjacent to the project site.  These surveys were conducted on two street segments 
located in the immediate vicinity of the project site.  The street segments include Rock Canyon 
Drive, north of Haskell Canyon Road, and Haskell Canyon Road, south of Rock Canyon Drive.  
Figure 1 illustrates the location of the proposed project in relation to the surrounding street system 
and the spot-speed survey locations identified for study. 
 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The proposed project would be located on the west side of Rock Canyon Drive north of Haskell 
Canyon Road in the County of Los Angeles.  As proposed, the Project consists of a 3,571 square-
foot, two-story fire station, including a 1,251 square-foot station garage, on an existing graded pad. 
 The fire station structure would consist of office space and living quarters.  The station garage 
would provide parking for fire department vehicles and equipment.  The fire station would be 
equipped with one fire engine and one patrol vehicle.    
 
 

Firefighters will be on site in rotating shifts:  three firefighters will be scheduled per 24-hour shift 
and a fourth firefighter per 12-hour shift. 
 
A driveway located on Rock Canyon Drive would provide access to the Project site.   
 
The City of Santa Clarita and surrounding communities in unincorporated areas are served by the 
County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Division III, Battalion 6.  Eleven fire stations are located 
within this battalion, including one temporary fire station.  Currently, the jurisdictional fire station 
serving the Mountain View Community and the Seco Canyon Community is Fire Station #111, 
located at 26829 Seco Canyon Road, Canyon County.  On an average, Fire Station #111 currently 
receives approximately 2.5 emergency related calls each day.   

524 S. Rosemead Blvd.,
2nd Floor,

Pasadena, CA 91107
Voice:
Fax:    (626) 792-2772

(626) 792-2700





STUDY AREA 
 
The proposed project would be located at 28799 N. Rock Canyon Drive, which is located in the 
northwest portion of unincorporated Los Angeles County, approximately one mile north of the City 
of Santa Clarita and six miles south from the Valencia Industrial Center.  The site is approximately 
five miles east of Interstate 5 and approximately five miles northwest of State Highway 14. 
 
The proposed project would be built in the Seco Canyon Development IV area, which consists of 
594 single-family dwelling units.  The proposed project site is bounded by local residential streets 
including Phantom Trail on the north and Haskell Canyon Road on the south.      
 
 
EXISTING STREET SYSTEM 
 
The speed survey analysis included Rock Canyon Drive and Haskell Road.  A description of these 
streets follows. 
   

• Rock Canyon Drive – Rock Canyon Drive is a local roadway that traverses in a north-south 
direction and defines the eastern frontage of the project site. The posted speed limit is 25 
miles per hour.  Speed limit signs are posted north and south of the project site.  Within the 
study area, Rock Canyon Drive generally offers two travel lanes, one lane per direction, 
with no median divider.  Parking is available on both sides of the street. 

 
• Haskell Canyon Road – Haskell Canyon Road is a local roadway that traverses in a north-

south direction.  It provides one lane in each direction with no median divider.  Parking is 
allowed on both sides of the street.  The posted speed limit is 25 miles per hour.  Haskell 
Canyon Road provides connectivity to Copper Hill Drive and Bouquet Canyon Road.  

 
Existing Daily Traffic Volumes 
 
Daily traffic counts were compiled from data collected at the analyzed street segments during the 
last week of August 2006 over a two-day period.  These weekday traffic volumes reflect typical 
weekday operations during current year 2006 conditions.  Table 1 summarizes the existing (2006) 
daily traffic volumes.   
 
As indicated in the table, the existing daily traffic volume on Rock Canyon Drive north of Haskell 
Canyon Road was approximately 1,880 vehicles per day on Tuesday and approximately 1,930 
vehicles per day on Wednesday.  The existing daily traffic volume on Haskell Canyon Road south 
of Rock Canyon Drive is approximately 1,560 vehicles per day on Tuesday and approximately 
1,510 vehicles per day on Wednesday.  
 
The raw data showing the daily traffic counts are included in Attachment A. 
 
 
SPEED SURVEY DATA/ANALYSIS 
 
Spot-speed survey data was collected at Rock Canyon Drive north of Haskell Canyon Road and 
Haskell Canyon Road south of Rock Canyon Drive on the same days as the daily traffic volumes, 
Tuesday August 29 and Wednesday August 30, 2006.  The data was collected using machine 
counters.  These machines were placed along the roadway segments to record the number of 
vehicles and their speeds.  Table 2 summarizes the results of the speed surveys.  Utilizing the 



TABLE 1
EXISTING (2006) DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Existing Daily Traffic
Tuesday Wednesday

Street Segment DIR August 29, 2006 August 30, 2006

Rock Canyon Drive NB 1,049 1,005
north of Haskell Canyon Road SB 829 920

Total 1,878 1,925

Haskell Canyon Road NB 685 653
south of Rock Canyon Drive SB 876 861

Total 1,561 1,514



TABLE 2
SPOT-SPEED SURVEY ANALYSIS RESULTS - EXISTING CONDITIONS

Mean Speed (mph) % in Ten-Mile Pace [1] 85th Percentile Speed (mph)
Street Segment DIR August 29, 2006 August 30, 2006 August 29, 2006 August 30, 2006 August 29, 2006 August 30, 2006

Rock Canyon Drive NB 24.18 24.22 85.03% 85.27% 28.55 28.62
north of Haskell Canyon Road SB 23.91 23.61 79.73% 82.17% 28.72 28.09

Haskell Canyon Road NB 28.91 29.27 80.88% 81.62% 33.58 33.85
south of Rock Canyon Drive SB 28.66 28.94 76.94% 76.54% 33.76 33.58

[1]  Ten-mile pace for Rock Canyon Drive segment is 20 to 29 miles per hour.  Ten-mile pace for Haskell Canyon Road segment is 25 to 34 miles per hour.



data collected, including the mean (or average) speed, percent in ten-mile pace and 85th percentile 
speed, analyses were conducted.  The ten-mile pace is the highest range of ten miles per hour 
that the majority of vehicles are traveling.  Per the Institute of Transportation Engineers, 
Transportation Planning Handbook, 2nd Edition 1999, the 85th percentile speed represent the 
prevailing traffic speeds on a particular street.  This means that 85% of the vehicles are traveling 
at or below this speed. 
 
As shown in Table 2, the spot-speed surveys indicated that vehicles currently travel at an average 
(mean) speed of approximately 24 mile per hour (mph) along Rock Canyon Drive adjacent to the 
project site.  The speed survey further indicated the ten-mile pace ranged from 20 to 29 mph.  
Approximately 80 to 85% traveled at speeds within this ten-mile pace.  The 85th percentile speed 
was approximately 29 mph. 
 
Along Haskell Canyon Road, south of Rock Canyon Drive, it can be seen that vehicles travel at an 
average speed of approximately 29 miles per hour.  The ten-mile pace along this segment ranged 
from 25 to 34 mph.  Approximately 77 to 82% traveled at speeds within this ten-mile pace.  The 
85th percentile speed was approximately 34 miles per hour along this facility.  
 
The raw speed survey data sheets are included in Attachment A. 
        
 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGLES FIRE DEPARTMENT SPEED POLICY 
 
An excerpt of the speed policy adopted by the Los Angeles County Fire Department and 
contained within the Emergency Vehicle Response Policy document is provided below.  This 
document is also included in Attachment B. 
 
“F.  Speed 
 

1. The policy of this Department is the “Basic Speed Law”:  VC 22350.  This shall apply to all 
drivers operating an authorized emergency vehicle. 

 
 a.   Basic Speed Law VC 22350: “No person shall drive a vehicle upon a highway 

(road) at a speed greater than is reasonable or prudent having due regard for 
weather, visibility, the traffic on, and the surface and width of, the highway, and in 
no event at a speed which endangers the safety of persons or property.” 

 
 b.   All authorized emergency vehicles shall be operated at all times in accordance with 

the “Basic Speed Law” as defined by CVC22350. 
 
 c. The following regulations shall apply to all fire apparatus and similarly configured 

vehicles (engine, truck, quint, tenders, trailer-equipped vehicles, etc). 
 
  1.) No person shall drive any of the above specified vehicles at a speed in 

excess of 55 miles per hour:  This speed restriction includes both 
emergency and non-emergency operation. 

  2.) At no time shall any fire apparatus or other emergency vehicle be operated 
in excess of the posted speed limit, or any speed limit(s) emplaced by code, 
ordinance, or regulations governing vehicle speed(s) for specific vehicle 
classifications.  This speed restriction includes both emergency and non-
emergency operation.”“  



 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
Summarizing, 25 miles per hour is the posted speed limit along Rock Canyon Drive and Haskell 
Canyon Road.  The spot-speed surveys have shown, based on the 85th percentile speed, that 
vehicles currently travel at 29 miles per hour along Rock Canyon Drive north of Haskell Canyon 
Road and 34 miles per hour along Haskell Canyon Road south of Rock Canyon Drive, indicating 
that 85% of the traffic was traveling at or below these speeds.  The average speeds of 24 and 29 
miles per hour are within 5 miles per hour of the speed limit along these facilities.  The ten-mile 
pace along these facilities were observed to be 20-29 miles per hour and 25-34 miles per hour. 
 
Per the Los County Speed Policy, the emergency and non-emergency operation of the proposed 
fire station vehicles will at no time drive in excess of the 25 mph posted speed limit.  No issues 
relative to speeds of emergency vehicles to and from the proposed Fire Station exist and that 
these vehicles will travel at the posted speed limit along these facilities.    



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT A 
 

Traffic Counts/Speed Survey Data 
 





Daily Speed Report
Prepared by: Southland Car Counters

Project #:  
Date: Location: Rock Canyon - N/O Haskell Cyn Dr

0 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70
Time 14 19 24 29 34 39 44 49 54 59 64 69 74+ Total
00:00 AM 0 0 6 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12
01:00 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
02:00 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
03:00 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
04:00 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
05:00 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
06:00 0 5 13 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20
07:00 2 7 52 31 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 98
08:00 2 4 23 11 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 43
09:00 1 3 18 10 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 39
10:00 0 3 14 10 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 33
11:00 2 2 22 14 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 49
12:00 PM 2 2 33 11 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 54
13:00 0 5 29 13 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 55
14:00 1 6 35 10 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 59
15:00 3 5 40 15 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 67
16:00 0 7 38 18 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 69
17:00 0 6 33 15 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 56
18:00 2 5 28 13 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 51
19:00 1 6 22 10 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 42
20:00 0 3 25 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 30
21:00 1 5 11 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20
22:00 1 0 8 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13
23:00 0 3 5 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11

Totals 18 77 461 200 73 829
2% 9% 56% 24% 9% 100%
1% 3% 19% 10% 4% 36%

 07:00 07:00 07:00 07:00 11:00         07:00
 2 7 52 31 9         98

1% 6% 37% 14% 5% 64%
15:00 16:00 15:00 16:00 13:00 16:00

 3 7 40 18 8         69

Average 
Speed

50th 
Percentile

85th 
Percentile

23.9 23 29

AM Peak Hour
Volume

Volume
PM Peak Hour

% PM

SouthBound

% AM

% of Totals

06-2324-001

8/29/2006

City of Santa Clarita





Daily Speed Report
Prepared by: Southland Car Counters

Project #:  
Date: Location: Rock Canyon - N/O Haskell Cyn Dr

0 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70
Time 14 19 24 29 34 39 44 49 54 59 64 69 74+ Total
00:00 AM 0 0 5 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9
01:00 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
02:00 0 0 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
03:00 0 1 5 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9
04:00 1 0 6 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10
05:00 0 2 7 8 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18
06:00 0 4 15 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 29
07:00 2 5 44 18 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 71
08:00 0 3 45 20 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 71
09:00 0 6 20 12 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 40
10:00 1 3 25 11 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 46
11:00 2 5 30 10 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 51
12:00 PM 3 7 33 13 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 58
13:00 0 6 35 11 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 58
14:00 0 5 25 17 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 52
15:00 0 6 40 15 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 65
16:00 1 8 44 16 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 71
17:00 2 6 30 15 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 56
18:00 0 8 35 11 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 57
19:00 1 10 20 10 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 44
20:00 0 3 21 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 31
21:00 0 5 15 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25
22:00 1 3 16 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 27
23:00 0 2 8 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12

Totals 14 98 531 225 50 2 920
2% 11% 58% 24% 5% 0% 100%
1% 3% 23% 11% 2% 0% 40%

 07:00 09:00 08:00 08:00 10:00 11:00        07:00
 2 6 45 20 6 1        71

1% 8% 35% 14% 3% 0% 60%
12:00 19:00 16:00 14:00 13:00 18:00 16:00

 3 10 44 17 6 1        71

Average 
Speed

50th 
Percentile

85th 
Percentile

23.6 23 28

06-2324-001

8/30/2006

City of Santa Clarita

SouthBound

% AM

% of Totals

AM Peak Hour
Volume

Volume
PM Peak Hour

% PM











 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT B 
 

Los Angeles County Fire Department 
Emergency Vehicle Response Policy 

 

 

 

 
 

        



I.  INTRODUCTION  
 
 
A. Purpose:  To provide instructions to Los Angeles County Fire Department  
 personnel on Emergency Vehicle Operation.  
 
B.  Scope:  This document applies to all personnel whose responsibilities or duties 
 include the operation of an authorized emergency vehicle.
 
C.  Author:  The Deputy Chief of the Special Operations Bureau, through the   
  Training Services Section, is responsible for the content, revision, and periodic  
  review of this instruction.  
 
D. Authority:  The California Vehicle Code (CVC); and Los Angeles County Fire 
 Department (LACoFD) policy. 
 
E. Objective:  The objective of this policy is to outline and ensure compliance with 
 laws and regulations set forth by the State of California Vehicle Code (CVC), 
 and the operational policies of the Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACoFD). 
 
 

II.  RESPONSIBILITY 
 
 
A.  Supervisors shall review this instruction on Emergency Vehicle Operation with all 
 personnel under their command. 
 
B.  Operators/Drivers operating an authorized emergency vehicle shall follow the CVC 
 and LACoFD policies as stated in this instruction.   
 
 

III.  POLICY 
 
 
A. Emergency Vehicle Operation:  There are several CVC laws and LACoFD  policies 
 that apply to and govern the operation of an authorized emergency  vehicle.  The 
 CVC and LACoFD policies direct routine and emergency vehicle operation, and the 
 responsibilities and liabilities of all drivers of emergency vehicles.  
 

1. The California Vehicle Code Section 17000 states:  "A public entity is liable 
 for death or injury to a person or property proximately caused by a negligent 
 or wrongful act or omission in the operation of any motor vehicle by an 
 employee of the public entity acting within the scope of his/her employment."  

 
2. All members shall read, understand, and obey the California Vehicle 
 Code sections that apply directly to the fire service.  
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a. It is the supervisor’s responsibility to ensure adherence to the laws 
 and regulations of the CVC, and the policies and procedures of the 
 LACoFD regarding routine and emergency vehicle operation.

   
3. The authorized use of a warning device requests other drivers to yield the 
 right–of–way to emergency vehicles.  Emergency vehicle operators  must be 
 aware that their sudden appearance, and actions such as lane changes, and 
 the unusual positioning of the emergency vehicle may surprise and confuse 
 other drivers.  Emergency vehicle operators must give other  drivers the time 
 and distance to be able to react and yield to our presence.  The key to 
 accident avoidance and evasive maneuvers is  the ability to recognize 
 hazardous situations and drive defensively.  A defensive driver acts to avoid 
 accidents, makes allowances for the mistakes of other drivers, and always 
 drives with due regard for traffic, road, weather  and the operational 
 characteristics of the specific vehicle being operated.  

 
B.  Exemptions of Authorized Emergency Vehicles  
 

1.  California Vehicle Code Section 21055.  The driver of an authorized 
 emergency vehicle is exempt from certain "rules of the road" (specific 
 sections are listed in the CVC) under all of the following conditions:  
 

a.  If the vehicle is being driven in response to an emergency call or while 
 engaged in rescue operations or is being used in the immediate
 pursuit of an actual or suspected violator of the law or  is responding 
 to, but not returning from, a fire alarm, except that Fire Department 
 vehicles are exempt whether directly responding to an emergency call 
 or operated from one place to another as rendered desirable or 
 necessary by reason of an emergency call and  operated to the scene 
 of the emergency or operated from one  fire station to another or to 
 some other location by reason of the emergency call.  

 
b.  If the driver of the vehicle sounds a siren as may be reasonably 
 necessary and the vehicle displays a lighted red lamp visible from 
 the front as a warning to other drivers and pedestrians.  

 
2. Effect of Exemption:  

 
a. Section 21055 does not relieve the driver of a vehicle from the  
 duty to drive with “due regard” for the safety of all persons using 
 the highway, nor protect him/her from the  consequences of an 
 arbitrary exercise of the privileges  granted in that section.  

 
3. When responding Code R:  

 
a.  Red light(s), siren, and headlights shall be activated.  VC 21806.  
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b. All warning devices shall be operating as required by the CVC and 
 LACoFD guidelines.  
 
c. While on response all drivers shall exercise due regard for all persons, 
 property, and passengers on the emergency vehicle. 

 
C.  Warning Devices:  
 

1. The California Vehicle Code 30, authorizes the use of red lights and siren on 
 emergency vehicles.  When responding Code R the use of red lights and 
 siren shall be in accordance with CVC 25252, 27003 and LACoFD policy.  
 
2. Sirens:  
 

a. It is the LACoFD policy that the siren shall be sounded in such a
 manner that full range of sound production is achieved.    

 
b. Intermittent siren use during “Code R” responses is permissible 
 provided it is operated within at least 300 feet of intersections where 
 traffic control devices (signal lights, stop signs, etc.) are present.  
 
c.  Sirens provide extreme directional (forward) sound and shall be 
 operated through their full range to ensure the maximum warning, for 
 the greatest number of conditions and hearing abilities.  Closed 
 windows, air conditioning, radios, cellular telephone use and  many 
 other distractions reduce the sirens effectiveness to warn drivers of 
 the presence of the emergency vehicle. 
 
d. Sirens shall be used in a manner that affords other motorists and 
 pedestrians the greatest opportunity to hear that an emergency 
 vehicle is approaching.  Safety of response is the highest priority 
 governing the use of sirens.  Vehicle operators shall not give any 
 priority to noise disturbance issues while using the siren on an 
 authorized emergency vehicle.  
 
e. The effectiveness of the siren is based upon the speed of the 
 emergency vehicle.  At 40 mph the siren is projected 300 feet to   
 the front, at 60 MPH the siren is projected 12 feet.  This phenomenon 
 is called sound compression, the greater the speed of the responding 
 vehicle, the less effective the siren becomes. 

 
3. Light bars and warning lights:  

 
a. LACoFD emergency vehicles are equipped with various types of 
 emergency lighting suites, including light bars, dash/visor lights  
 and rear warning lights.  To comply with VC 21806, "an authorized 
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  emergency vehicle…has at least one lighted lamp exhibiting red light 
 that is visible, under normal atmospheric conditions, from a distance of 
 1,000 feet to the front of the vehicle.  Red lights and headlights shall 
 be in operation at the scene of an emergency unless the vehicle is 
 parked legally.  Inspect all warning lights, front, and rear daily.  Clean 
 lenses as necessary to ensure maximum visibility.  
 
b.  The provisions of VC 21806 shall not operate to relieve the driver of 
 an authorized emergency vehicle from the duty to drive with due 
 regard for the safety of all persons and property.  VC 21807.  

 
4.  Headlights:  

 
a. It is the LACoFD policy that all vehicles being driven on any road or 
 highway shall be operated with headlights on at all times, with the 
 exception of sedans.  

 
5.  Air and Hi/low Horns:  

 
a. Air horns are not authorized warning devices when responding  
 Code “R".  The Air horn may be used:   
  

(1)  In intermittent bursts so as not to drown out the sound of the 
 siren and render it ineffective.  
 
(2)  To let other drivers know of the emergency vehicle’s presence 
 and help avoid accidents.   
 
(3) Only when needed to enhance a safe response.    

 
D. Road position:  

 
1. While responding to an emergency call, LACoFD vehicles shall be driven as 
 near to the center of the roadway as possible without going into oncoming 
 traffic.  This will make the emergency vehicle more visible to  other drivers 
 and give the emergency vehicle driver better visibility of the road and traffic 
 conditions.  

 
a. Usually it will be safer to pass on the left, even if it means crossing
 over the centerline into oncoming traffic.  If there is a need to cross 
 over into oncoming traffic, it should be done at a reduced speed and 
 far enough in advance to warn other traffic of the intent.  Drive with 
 due regard for the safety of all persons and property.    
 
b. When it is necessary to drive in opposing lanes of traffic during a 
 response, and there is a constructed center median separating the 
 traffic lanes and preventing return to the normal travel lane: 
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(1) Drive in the lane closest to the constructed center median. 
 
(2) Reduce speed to allow the opposing traffic the opportunity to 
 yield the right–of–way.   
 
(3) Return to the normal lane of travel as soon as the constructed 
 median will allow and it is safe to do so. 
 
(4) Never approach opposing traffic in an aggressive manner 
 forcing an evasive maneuver.  Stop the emergency vehicle, 
 and allow opposing traffic the opportunity to yield the right–
 of–way and clear the path of travel.  Never weave in and out of 
 opposing traffic. 
 
(5) Be cautious of vehicles entering opposing lanes of traffic from 
 side streets, driveways, and left turn lanes.   
 

c.  If traffic will not or cannot (red signal, rush hour traffic) yield to your 
 vehicle and if you cannot pass on the left, turn off the lights and siren, 
 reduce speed and stop.  Do not force vehicles into the intersection 
 against moving traffic.  Once the signal is green or the traffic has 
 cleared, turn on your red lights and siren and continue to respond 
 safely.  
 

2. VC 21806: Upon the immediate approach of an authorized emergency 
 vehicle . . . every other vehicle shall immediately drive as close to the 
 right-hand edge of the road as possible and stop.  

 
a. The use of red lights and sirens request the right-of-way, they do  
  not guarantee it.  
 
b. Do not assume the right–of–way has been granted.  Come to a  
  complete stop to ensure that cross traffic has yielded the right–of– 
  way to you. 
 
c. No matter how skillful the driver of an emergency vehicle is, the  
  cooperation of other drivers is essential to prevent an accident.   

 
E. Prescribed Response Routes  
 

1. The driver of an emergency vehicle should know the safest route to any  
 point in the jurisdiction.  Emergency vehicle drivers should be aware of 
 daily traffic patterns, construction, and school zones that will affect the choice 
 of the safest response route.    
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2. When more than one vehicle is responding from one location to the  same 
 destination, all vehicles shall take the same route in caravan  fashion, unless 
 alternative routes are dictated by the nature of the emergency.  Due regard 
 for the safety of other drivers, and other  emergency vehicles, shall be 
 exercised at all times when responding  Code R. 
  
3. Keep a safe following distance.  At 40 MPH, maintain a minimum distance of 
 4 seconds.  Add 1 second to the following distance for every  10 MPH 
 increase in vehicle speed above 40 MPH.  While operating an authorized 
 emergency vehicle, add one additional second to the  following distance.  
 For example, at 40 MPH, the safe following distance  shall be a minimum of 
 5 seconds. 
 
4. Use the radio to warn other responding units when approaching 
 intersections.  

  
5. No emergency vehicle shall needlessly pass another emergency vehicle.  
 Do not pass unless the emergency vehicle being passed has pulled to the 
 right and yielded the right–of–way. 
 
6. Paramedic squads, when operating on hospital follow-up, shall follow  
 pre-hospital care guidelines and respond Code R only when it will benefit 
 patient care.   

 
a. The paramedic squad and ambulance shall begin hospital follow-up 
 together and operate Code R in caravan fashion.  
 
b. If the ambulance departs on hospital follow-up prior to paramedic 
 squad departure, the paramedic squad shall not operate Code R to 
 the hospital. 

 
7. If an emergency vehicle is unable to reach its destination in response to an 
 emergency dispatch, the commanding officer or operator shall notify Fire 
 Command and Control Facility (FCCF) immediately.  

 
8. Fuel-tenders and Heli-tender shall not be operated as authorized emergency 
 vehicles.  
 
9. Water tenders shall not be operated as authorized emergency vehicles 
 unless required to: 

 
a. To move into traffic.  
 
b. To bypass congested traffic.  As soon as the traffic impediment is 
 cleared, they shall resume routine, non-emergency operation. 
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10. Transports shall not be operated as authorized emergency vehicles 
 unless required to: 

 
a. Move into traffic.  
 
b.  Bypass congested traffic.  As soon as the traffic impediment is 
 cleared, they shall resume routine, non–emergency operation.  

 
11. Move-ups shall be non-Code R unless directed otherwise by Fire Command 
 and Control.  

 
F.  Speed  
 

1.  The policy of this Department is the “Basic Speed Law”: VC 22350.  This 
 shall apply to all drivers operating an authorized emergency vehicle.  

 
a. Basic Speed Law VC 22350:  “No person shall drive a vehicle upon a 
 highway (road) at a speed greater than is reasonable or prudent 
 having due regard for weather, visibility, the traffic on, and the surface 
 and width of, the highway, and in no event at a speed  which 
 endangers the safety of persons or property.”  
 
b. All authorized emergency vehicles shall be operated at all times in 
 accordance with the “Basic Speed Law” as defined by CVC22350. 
 
c. The following regulations shall apply to all fire apparatus and similarly 
 configured vehicles (engine, truck, quint, tenders, trailer-equipped 
 vehicles, etc). 

 
(1) No person shall drive any of the above specified vehicles at a 
 speed in excess of 55 miles per hour:  This speed restriction 
 includes both emergency and non-emergency operation. 

 
(2) At no time shall any fire apparatus or other emergency vehicle 
 be operated in excess of the posted speed limit, or any speed 
 limit(s) emplaced by code, ordinance, or regulations governing 
 vehicle speed(s) for specific vehicle classifications.  This speed 
 restriction includes  both, emergency and non- emergency 
 operation. 

 
G.  Use of Freeways  
 

1. The use of freeways on an emergency response or responding to an 
 emergency on the freeway, requires the use of different skills, and poses 
 different hazards than a response on a surface street.  
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a. When responding on a freeway and traffic is moving well, deactivate 
 the warning system to avoid causing unpredictable behavior from the 
 drivers in front of your vehicle.  Activate the rear amber warning lights 
 to warn drivers behind you of possible trouble up ahead.   
 
b. When responding on a freeway and the traffic is slow, the use of the 
 warning system may effectively warn other drivers of the emergency 
 vehicle presence, and request the right–of–way.  Determine if the use 
 of the warning system will enhance or inhibit safe progress. 

 
c. The use of the freeway shoulder during emergency operations, when 
 the traffic is moving slow, shall not be attempted unless the traffic has 
 stopped and there is no safer option.  Use the warning system, 
 approach the stopped traffic slowly, and prepare to stop should traffic 
 move into the path of travel. 

 
H.  Intersections:  
 

1. Intersections pose the greatest potential danger during emergency and 
 routine driving.  

 
a. Drivers of emergency vehicles shall visually account for all traffic 
 before entering intersections, even with a green light or right–of–
 way.  
 
b. Department personnel riding as passengers shall assist the vehicle 
 operator by observing traffic, and communicating potential danger to 
 the operator, when approaching an intersection.   
 
 c.  Intersections have reduced roadway visibility due to building 
 construction, trees, fences, road configuration, and parked vehicles.  
 Drivers cannot see or hear your vehicle until they get close to the 
 intersection.  Use extreme caution approaching intersections.  
 Congested intersections create additional hazards since traffic is  
 backed up and creates a blind lane where cross traffic in the 
 intersection cannot be seen.   
 
d. Emergency vehicle operators can be blocked from view of other 
 drivers, by large trucks, or other vehicles.  While entering an 
 intersection with yielding cross traffic, emergency vehicle operators 
 shall consider every open lane, (right, or left turn lane, open space by 
 the curb) a potential hazard.  Approach slowly and do not proceed 
 until safe.   
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e. If an intersection is blocked, i.e. if traffic will not or cannot yield and if 
 there is no access to pass on the left, the emergency  vehicle operator 
 shall deactivate the warning system, reduce speed, and stop.  
 LACoFD emergency vehicle operators shall not drive with the intent or 
 manner to force other vehicles into an intersection.  Once the signal is 
 green or the traffic has cleared, activate the warning system and 
 resume emergency operation. 
 
f. Clear the intersection lane–by–lane until all traffic has yielded the 
 right–of–way. 

 
2. Vehicle operators, while operating an authorized emergency vehicle, and 
 approaching an intersection: 

 
a. Shall approach all signal controlled intersections at a speed which 
 will allow stopping of the vehicle if the signal should change from 
 Green to Red. 
 
b. Shall stop at all signal controlled intersections that display a red light 
 in the direction of travel of the emergency vehicle.  Proceed through 
 the intersection only when all traffic has stopped and granted the 
 emergency vehicle the right-of-way. 
 
c. Shall stop at all stop sign controlled intersections and proceed only 
 when all traffic has yielded the right-of-way. 

  
d. Shall stop at all railroad crossings controlled or otherwise to ensure 
 the path of travel across the railroad track is clear, and crossing the 
 railroad track can be made safely. 

 
I. Apparatus/Vehicle placement at emergencies:  
 

1. Emergency vehicle operators shall park in a manner that secures and 
 protects personnel and equipment.  Priority shall be given to shielding 
 emergency personnel from oncoming traffic whenever possible.  Emergency 
 vehicle operators shall utilize vehicle placement to enhance operations by 
 other incoming units.  

 
a. EMS:  Position the vehicle to give good access for other incoming 
 units.  If the operator is not required for EMS duties, the operator shall 
 keep vehicle(s) running with warning systems activated, and  monitor 
 vehicle safety and security.  
 
b. Freeway/Roadway Incidents:  Care must be taken for your safety and 
 the safety of others.  The safety of personnel and victims takes priority 
 over traffic flow.  Vehicle operators shall position emergency vehicles 
 in a manner that shields the incident from oncoming traffic.  Park the 
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emergency vehicles at a 45 degree angle to the flow of traffic.  If the 
emergency vehicle is a fire engine, position the vehicle in such a way that the 
pump panel will be protected by the rear of the apparatus.  When using the 
vehicle to block traffic turn the front wheels to the left or right to prevent 
\vehicle movement into the incident if struck from the rear.  If an additional 
travel lane is required to provide a safe working environment, request the 
CHP or local law enforcement to block  the travel lane.  Traffic flow shall not 
be given priority over safety for personnel or victims. 
 
c.  Fire Suppression:  Vehicle operators shall position the vehicle clear of 
 overhead wires when spotting apparatus.  Vehicle operators shall 
 keep the street as clear as possible of equipment, and position 
 emergency vehicles to allow access for other arriving  units.  

 
d. HazMat:  All emergency personnel responding to a suspected HazMat 
 incident shall approach the incident location from upwind and uphill 
 whenever possible.  All emergency vehicles at the scene of a 
 suspected HazMat incident shall be positioned for immediate egress 
 and maximum safety.  Refer to Volume 11, Chapter 2, Subject 1.  

 
e. Wildland Fires:  All vehicles shall be parked for safe egress and 
 parked as far away from the fire side as possible.  Vehicles shall not 
 be parked over a chute, chimney or on unburned brush.  

 
(1) Vehicles shall be parked with motor running, and warning lights 
 and headlights on.  
 
(2) Vehicles shall be backed into position whenever possible.  
 
(3) Vehicles shall be parked so that other equipment can pass 
 safely.  
 
(4)  Vehicles shall not be parked on mid-slope roads, with unburned 
 fuel between the vehicle and the fire.  
 
(5) All personnel shall watch for fires igniting on vehicles  
 
(6) Vehicle operators shall roll up all windows and leave keys in the 
 ignition.  
 
(7)  Chimneys and ridge-lines can be identified by road terrain 
 features even in the dark.  “If it’s an ‘in – turn’ it’s a chimney, if 
 it’s an ‘out – turn’ it’s a ridge.”  
 
(8) Vehicles shall be parked next to the upslope bank, not on the 
 edge of the road.  
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(9)  Emergency vehicle operators shall closely examine the 
 surrounding environment, including overhead, to ensure  
 choosing the best location available.  
 
(10)  Emergency vehicle operators shall use the chock block, turn 
 the front tires into the berm, and place the transmission into the 
 proper selection when parking.  
 
(11)  If the air filter catches fire, immediately shutdown the motor, 
 and then attempt to extinguish the fire with CO2.  Personal 
 protective equipment shall be donned prior to taking any action.  
 After extinguishment, attempt removal of the filter, clean the 
 filter housing and re-start the motor if needed for emergency 
 operations.  DO NOT use dry chemical, sand, or water-based 
 suppression agents; severe engine damage may result.  

 
J.  Additional Information:  
 

1.  Suggested Reading:  Volume 10 and 11 Emergency Operation Manuals, 
 Incident Procedures.  
 
 
2. Suggested Viewing:  Wildland Fire Journal, The Harris Memoirs.  These 
 video tapes point out several safety issues concerning apparatus placement 
 on fire roads.  
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SECTION 12.0 
CLARIFICATIONS AND REVISIONS TO THE 

DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
 
12.1 NOTE TO READER 
 
Section 12 consists of clarifications and revisions to the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR), which have resulted from responses to comments received from agencies and the 
public. The Draft Supplemental EIR was released for a 45-day public review period between 
December 7, 2006 and January 22, 2007. The County of Los Angeles received a total of seven 
letters of comment on the Draft Supplemental EIR. 
 
12.2 CLARIFICATIONS AND REVISIONS 
 
VOLUME I DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
 
SECTION ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
ES.2 Proposed Project 
 
Page ES-2 
 
In the fourth sentence of the first paragraph on this page, please replace 1,251 square feet with 
1,411 square feet. 
 
ES.3 Areas of Known Controversy 
 
Page ES-2 
 
Air Quality 
 

In the third sentence in the Air Quality paragraph of the Areas of Known Controversy 
section, after the word “operation,” add the words, “and construction.” Also delete the 
entire last sentence of this paragraph, which states, “Mitigation measures have been 
specified that are capable of mitigating all construction impacts to air quality to below the 
level of significance with the exception of nitrogen oxides (NOx).” Replace this sentence 
with the following: “Mitigation measures have been specified to ensure compliance with 
SCAQMD Rule 403, which regulates fugitive dust impacts.” 

 
Noise 
 

In the Noise paragraph, in the sentence that reads, ”Short-term noise impacts from the fire 
engine and patrol leaving the station may contribute to the elevated noise levels in the area 
and could be critical factors in the proposed project,” replace the word “may” with the 
word “will.”  
 
Delete the last sentence in the same paragraph, which currently reads, “Mitigation 
measures have been specified that are capable of mitigating the impacts related to noise to 
below the level of significance.” Replace this sentence with the following: “Although the 
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noise impacts are exempted from regulation because the noise is generated by emergency 
vehicles, the noise impacts are treated by this EIR as significant and unavoidable. Mitigation 
measures have been specified that are capable of mitigating the impacts related to noise to 
the greatest extent possible.” 

 
Transportation and Traffic 
 

In the Transportation and Traffic paragraph, modify the first sentence, which reads, “The 
operation of the proposed project may result in impacts related to transportation and 
traffic.” Replace the word “may” with the words, “will not.” The sentence should read, 
“The operation of the proposed project will not result in impacts related to transportation 
and traffic.” 

 
ES.5 Summary of Impacts 
 
Page ES-3 
 
Delete the entire ES.5, Summary of Impacts paragraph and replace it with the following text: 
 

“The analysis undertaken in support of this EIR has determined that all impacts are below 
the levels of significance without mitigation. However, mitigation measures have been 
recommended for each of the issue areas to ensure best practices are utilized, to guarantee 
compliance with regulations and to protect human safety beyond the regulatory 
requirements and thresholds of significance. Impacts related to geology and soils can be 
mitigated to below the level of significance through the incorporation of standard 
mitigation measures, such as compliance with universal building code. Impacts to air 
quality were found to be less than significant; however, mitigation measures were specified 
to ensure compliance with SCAQMD rule 403. Impacts related to noise, are below the 
level of significance due to an exemption in the County of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance 
for emergency vehicles. However, noise impacts do exist and require the incorporation of 
mitigation measures. Impacts related to transportation and traffic are less than significant; 
however, mitigation measures regarding standard emergency vehicular operation are 
required. 

 
Table ES.5-1, Summary of Significant Impacts, presents potentially significant impacts 
related to each issue area analyzed that might result or can be reasonably expected to result 
from implementation of the proposed project. Table ES.5-1 also presents the measures that 
can mitigate the significant impacts and the level of significance after mitigation for each 
issue area analyzed in the Supplemental EIR.” 

 
Table ES.5-1, Summary of Significant Impacts 
 
On page ES-4, in the Air Quality section of the table in the Level of Significance after Mitigation 
column, delete the last sentence that states, “However, impacts to air quality from construction 
emissions of NOx would remain significant.” 
 
On page ES-5, in the Air Quality section of the table in the Mitigation Measure column, add to the 
end of the paragraph for Air-8, “where feasible.” 
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On page ES-5, in the Geology and Soils section of the table in the Mitigation Measure column, 
replace the word “project applicant” in the last sentence with “County of Los Angeles Fire 
Department.” 
 
On page ES-5, in the Geology and Soils section of the table in the Mitigation Measure column, 
replace all contents of the cell with the following revised text: 
 

“Exposure of people or property to potentially adverse effects, including the risk of loss or 
injury, involving seismic ground shaking from the operation of the project shall be 
minimized through conformance with the California Geological Survey Guidelines for 
Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic Hazards in California and all applicable City of Santa 
Clarita codes and regulations related to seismic activity. The County of Los Angeles Fire 
Department shall ensure that the site-specific geotechnical investigations for the project are 
incorporated into project plans and specifications. Implementation and compliance with 
the suggested geotechnical recommendations and adherence to the standards of the 
Uniform Building Code (UBC), specified in the project description, are expected to reduce 
impacts associated with seismic hazards to the maximum extent practicable and potential 
impacts related to geology and soils to below the level of significance. 
 
Therefore, no mitigation is required. The ability to avoid the exposure of people and 
property to significant adverse impacts related to geology and soils is conditioned on 
project design and development consistent with the measures and recommendations 
contained in the site-specific geotechnical reports: 
 

• Diaz-Yourman & Associates. 21 January 2005. Geotechnical Investigation 
for Fire Station 108 County of Los Angeles Fire Department Santa Clarita, 
California. Santa Ana, CA. 

 
• Wilson Geosciences, Inc. March 2005. Technical Background Report, 

Geologic/Seismic Site Evaluation for the Los Angeles County Fire 
Department Proposed Fire Station No. 108 Project, City of Santa Clarita, 
Los Angeles County, California. Altadena, CA. 

 
• Pacific Soils Engineering, Inc. 9 August 2000. Final Rough Grade 

Geotechnical Report, Pacific Crest (Seco IV) Project, Lot 24, Tract No. 
46909-08, Proposed Fire Station Site, Seco Canyon Area, County of Los 
Angeles, CA. Cypress, CA. 

 
In addition, the County of Los Angeles shall adhere to standard building practices to ensure 
that no significant impacts related to geology and soils may be encountered.” 

 
On page ES-5, in the Noise section of the table in the Mitigation Measure column, add to the end 
of the paragraph for Noise-1 and Noise-2, “Compliance with the specified measures shall be 
documented by weekly monitoring during construction and submittal of weekly monitoring 
reports.” 
 
On page ES-5, in the Noise section of the table in the Mitigation Measure column, for measure 
Noise-3, revise the second sentence to read: “The language and locations for the signs shall be 
reviewed and approved by the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works as a component 
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of the plans and specifications.” Also, replace the use of the word “would” with “shall” in this same 
paragraph. 
 
SECTION 2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
2.3 Statement of Objectives 
 
Page 2-4 
 
 In the second sentence of the third paragraph labeled “Core Values,” please replace 1.5 

acres with 1.41 acres, and 3,500 square feet with 3,571 square feet. 
 
2.4.1 Project Elements 
 
Page 2-5 
 
 In the second sentence of the first paragraph in this section, please replace 1,251-square-

foot with 1,411-square-foot. 
 
 In the first sentence of the third paragraph in this section, please replace 1,251-square-foot 

with 1,411-square-foot. 
 
Page 2-6 
 
 In the second sentence of the last paragraph on this page, please replace “in San 

Francisquito Canyon” with “on the future extension of Avenida Rancho Tesoro,” and “Plum 
Drive” with “Whites Canyon Road.” 

 
Figure 2.4.1-7 (following page 2.4-6) 
 
 Please replace Figure 2.4.1-7, Proposed Project, Existing Fire Station 111 and Future-

Planned Fire Station with the revised version of this figure, which is included on the 
following page. 

 
Following Revised Figure 2.4.1-7  
 
 Please include the additional Figure 2.4.1-7a, Alterative A - Approximate 5-Minute 

Response Time on the following page. 
 
Page 2-7  
 

Add the following text as the final paragraph in Section 2.4.1, Project Elements, prior to 
Section 2.4.2, Construction Scenario: 

 
“The exterior lighting proposed to be installed at the fire station is low-profile lighting that 
will be built into the bollards that will surround the property. There will be exterior light 
fixtures at various locations (similar to what would be installed on a house). There will be 
two lights at the trash enclosure area and there will be two lights on 10-foot poles. The 
lights will be shielded and directed down to provide lighting to the parking area. Lights will 
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be high pressure, low sodium, and low wattage. The lighting scheme is designed to blend 
into and be consistent with that of the community.” 

 
2.4.2 Construction Scenario 
 
Page 2-7 
 

In the first paragraph of Section 2.4.2, Construction Scenario, between the sentence that 
ends, “… and placement and compaction of structural fills” and the sentence that begins, 
“Any unanticipated adverse conditions encountered...“ insert the following sentences: 

 
“The proposed project site is to be constructed entirely of imported fill material and there is 
no reason to presume that any human remains are at the site. However, if remains are 
found construction will halt immediately and the coroner shall be called. 
 
The 1.41-acre proposed project site is also adjacent to open space areas that may contain 
habitat potentially suitable to support nesting birds. To prevent impacts to native birds, 
specifically migratory non-game native bird species that are protected by international 
treaty under the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918, the construction 
contractor shall include the measures listed below as a component of best construction 
practices for the proposed project construction scenario: 

 
•   Construction drawings shall depict the down-sloping open space area located 

to the south of the proposed project as “Off-Limits Zone.”  
 
• Stakes, flagging, or construction fencing shall be placed to separate the “Off-

Limits Zone” from construction activities within the proposed project site to 
avoid disturbance to open space habitat. 

 
•  The proposed project is a 1.41-acre, irregularly shaped, graded parcel that 

contains between 40 to 60 feet of fill material that does not likely contain 
habitat suitable to support nesting birds. However, if feasible, ground-
disturbing activities shall be conducted outside of the breeding bird season to 
avoid disturbance to nesting birds.  

 
•  If ground-disturbing activities cannot take place outside the breeding bird 

season, 30 days prior to the disturbance of suitable nesting habitat, the 
County of Los Angeles or its designee shall conduct nesting bird surveys once 
a week within 300 feet of the construction work area, with the last survey 
being conducted no more than three days prior to the initiation of ground-
disturbing activities. The surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist 
with experience conducting breeding bird surveys. 

 
•  If a protected native bird is found on the proposed project site, ground-

disturbing activities shall be delayed within suitable nesting habitat or within 
300 feet of nesting habitat (within 500 feet for nesting raptors) until August 
31 and surveys shall be conducted to locate any nests. 
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•  If an active nest is located, clearing and construction within 300 feet of the 

nest (within 500 feet for raptor nests) or as determined by the biological 
monitor shall be postponed until the nest is vacated and juveniles have 
fledged, and when there is no evidence of a second attempt at nesting.’ ” 

 
SECTION 3.1 AIR QUALITY 
 
3.1.5 Mitigation Measures 
 
Page 3.1-18 

 
Add to the end of the paragraph for Measure Air-8, “where feasible.” 

 
SECTION 3.2 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
 
3.2.5 Mitigation Measures 
 
Page 3.2-19 
 
Replace all contents of this section with the following revised text: 
 

“Exposure of people or property to potentially adverse effects, including the risk of loss or 
injury, involving seismic ground shaking from the operation of the project shall be 
minimized through conformance with the California Geological Survey Guidelines for 
Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic Hazards in California and all applicable City of Santa 
Clarita codes and regulations related to seismic activity. The County of Los Angeles Fire 
Department shall ensure that the site-specific geotechnical investigations for the project are 
incorporated into project plans and specifications. Implementation and compliance with 
the suggested geotechnical recommendations and adherence to the standards of the 
Uniform Building Code (UBC), specified in the project description, are expected to reduce 
impacts associated with seismic hazards to the maximum extent practicable and potential 
impacts related to geology and soils to below the level of significance. 
 
Therefore, no mitigation is required. The ability to avoid the exposure of people and 
property to significant adverse impacts related to geology and soils is conditioned on 
project design and development consistent with the measures and recommendations 
contained in the site-specific geotechnical reports: 
 

• Diaz-Yourman & Associates. 21 January 2005. Geotechnical Investigation 
for Fire Station 108 County of Los Angeles Fire Department Santa Clarita, 
California. Santa Ana, CA. 

 
• Wilson Geosciences, Inc. March 2005. Technical Background Report, 

Geologic/Seismic Site Evaluation for the Los Angeles County Fire 
Department Proposed Fire Station No. 108 Project, City of Santa Clarita, 
Los Angeles County, California. Altadena, CA. 
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• Pacific Soils Engineering, Inc. 9 August 2000. Final Rough Grade 
Geotechnical Report, Pacific Crest (Seco IV) Project, Lot 24, Tract No. 
46909-08, Proposed Fire Station Site, Seco Canyon Area, County of Los 
Angeles, CA. Cypress, CA. 

 
In addition, the County of Los Angeles shall adhere to standard building practices to ensure 
that no significant impacts related to geology and soils may be encountered.” 

 
SECTION 3.3  NOISE 
 
3.3.4 Impact Analysis 
 
Page 3.3-10 
 

After the first sentence in the first paragraph of the Operational Noise section, please add 
the following sentences, “Despite these significant operational noise levels, the impact is 
below the level of significance due to an exemption for emergency vehicles in the County 
of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance. However, because high noise levels exist as part of the 
proposed project, this EIR recommends mitigation measures to ensure that noise impacts 
are mitigated to the lowest level possible.”  

 
3.3.5 Mitigation Measures 
 
Page 3.3-12 
 

Add to the end of the paragraph for Measure Noise-1 and Measure Noise-2, “Compliance 
with the specified measures shall be documented by weekly monitoring during 
construction and submittal of weekly monitoring reports.” 

 
Page 3.3-13 
 

For the paragraph under the heading Measure Noise-3, revise the second sentence to read: 
“The language and locations for the signs shall be reviewed and approved by the County of 
Los Angeles Department of Public Works as a component of the plans and specifications.” 
Also, replace the use of the word “would” with “shall” in this same paragraph. 

 
SECTION 3.4 TRAFFIC 
 
3.4.3 Impact Analysis 
 
Page 3.4-7 
 
 Add to the end of the first paragraph of this section the following sentences: 
 

“The analysis found that there are no significant impacts related to Transportation and 
Traffic. However, this EIR recommends mitigation measures relating to pedestrian safety 
such as signage and compliance with traffic laws, in order to ensure maximum protection 
for the neighborhood citizens.”  
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SECTION 4.0 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 
 
Table 4-3, Alternative Feasibility Analysis 
 
Page 4-4 
 
In the first row of the third column (labeled “Size”), please replace the number 1.42 with 1.41.  
 
4.3.2 Objectives and Feasibility 
 
Page 4-12 
 
 In the second sentence of the paragraph labeled “Core Values,” please replace the number 

1.5 acres with 1.41 acres; 3,500 square feet with 3,571 square feet; and 1,250 square feet 
with 1,411 square feet.  

 
4.4.2 Objectives and Feasibility 
 
Page 4-17 
 
 In the second sentence of the paragraph labeled “Core Values,” please replace the number 

1.5 acres with 1.41 acres; 3,500 square feet with 3,571 square feet; and 1,250 square feet 
with 1,411 square feet.  

 
4.5.2 Objectives and Feasibility 
 
Page 4-21 
 
 In the second sentence of the paragraph labeled “Core Values,” please replace 3,500 

square feet with 3,571 square feet, and 1,250 square feet with 1,411 square feet.  
 
4.6.2 Objectives and Feasibility 
 
Page 4-26 
 
 In the second sentence of the paragraph labeled “Core Values,” please replace 3,500 

square feet with 3,571 square feet, and 1,250 square feet with 1,411 square feet.  
 
4.7.2 Objectives and Feasibility 
 
Page 4-30 
 
 In the second sentence of the paragraph labeled “Core Values,” please replace 3,500 

square feet with 3,571 square feet, and 1,250 square feet with 1,411 square feet.  
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4.8.2 Objectives and Feasibility 
 
Page 4-35 
 
 In the second sentence of the paragraph labeled “Core Values,” please replace 3,500 

square feet with 3,571 square feet, and 1,250 square feet with 1,411 square feet.  
 
SECTION 7.0 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS 
 
In the seventh sentence of the second paragraph, please replace 1,250 square feet with 1,411 
square feet.  
 
 
VOLUME II DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT - TECHNICAL APPENDICES 
 
APPENDIX A NOP AND COMMENT LETTERS 
 
On the second page of the letter, in the fourth sentence of the paragraph labeled “4.  Project 
Description,” please replace 1,251 square feet with 1,411 square feet.  
 
APPENDIX B AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS 
 
Table 6, Peak Day Construction Emissions (in pounds per day) without Mitigation 
 
On the bottom row of the table, labeled, “Significant?,” replace all “Yes” answers with “No” 
answers. 
 
APPENDIX F SPEED ANALYSIS 
 
In the second sentence of the first paragraph under the section “Project Description,” please 
replace 1,251 square feet with 1,411 square feet.  
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SECTION 13.0 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

ON DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
 
The Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was completed and forwarded to the 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) on December 7, 2006. A Notice of Completion 
(NOC) was posted at both OPR and the Office of the Los Angeles County Clerk on the same day. A 
Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft Supplemental EIR for public review was then advertised 
in the The Signal and The Los Angeles Times newspapers. The NOA was also forwarded via regular 
mail to approximately 323 interested parties, including private organizations and individuals. The 
NOA was also mailed to federal, state, and local agencies potentially having an interest in this 
project. Copies of the Draft Supplemental EIR and NOA were also mailed to 14 agency 
representatives. The Draft Supplemental EIR was made available for public review at two public 
libraries, the Newhall Library and Valencia Library, for a period of 45 days, and for purchase, at 
reproduction cost, from the County of Los Angeles (County). 
 
The public comment period closed on January 22, 2007. A total of six letters of comment were 
received on the Draft Supplemental EIR. In addition, the County of Los Angeles Consolidated Fire 
Protect District (Fire Protection District) hosted a community workshop on December 12, 2006 at 
Fire Station No. 126 to provide the public with the key findings of the Draft Supplemental EIR and 
to solicit comments. This section of the Supplemental EIR contains responses to letters of comment 
and comments resulting from the community workshop. 
 
This section of the EIR also contains a summary of the distribution list for the Draft Supplemental 
EIR and a list of the parties that provided comments during the public review period. The 
distribution list/respondents have been divided into the following categories: (1) Federal Agencies, 
(2) State Agencies, (3) Regional Agencies, (4) County Agencies or Departments, (5) Local Agencies, 
(6) Schools and Organizations, (7) Individuals, and (8) Community Meeting. 
 
13.1 SUMMARY DISTRIBUTION LIST/RESPONDENTS 
 
13.1.1  Federal Agencies 
 
Senator Dianne Feinstein received a copy of the NOA. No comment letters were received from the 
Senator’s office. 
 
13.1.2  State Agencies 
 
A total of three state agencies received copies of the NOA and the Draft Supplemental EIR: OPR; 
California Department of Toxic Substances Control, and the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board. Three comment letters were received; one from the OPR State Clearinghouse 
and Planning Unit, one from the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), and one from the 
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG).   
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13.1.3  Regional Agencies 
 
Three regional agencies received copies of the NOA and the Draft Supplemental EIR: South Coast 
Air Quality Management District, Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), and the 
Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board. One comment letter was received from the 
SCAG.  
 
13.1.4  County Agencies 
 
County of Los Angeles Supervisor Michael Antonovich, the Office of the County Clerk, the 
Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County, and four County departments (Chief Administrative 
Office, Fire Protection District, Department of Public Works, and Department of Regional 
Planning) received copies of the NOA and the Draft Supplemental EIR. Two additional County 
Departments received the NOA: the Los Angeles County Solid Waste Management Program and 
the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department. One letter of comment was received from the 
Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County.  
 
13.1.5  Local Agencies 
 
The City of Santa Clarita Planning Department and City of Santa Clarita Water Company were 
provided copies of the NOA and Draft Supplemental EIR. No letters of comment were received 
from these entities.  
 
13.1.6  Schools and Organizations 
 
The Saugus Unified School District and the William S. Hart Union High School District received 
copies of the NOA and Draft Supplemental EIR. No letters of comment were received from these 
entities. 
 
13.1.7  Individuals 
 
The NOA was provided to 73 property owners and residents within a 500-foot radius of the 
proposed project site and to a sampling of 250 community residents, out of 3,438, or 7.3%, within 
1 mile of the proposed project area. A total of two letters of comment were received from 
individuals. 
 
13.1.8  Community Meeting 
 
A community meeting was conducted by the Fire Protection District with technical assistance by 
Sapphos Environmental, Inc., on December 12, 2006, at Fire Station No. 126 in Santa Clarita, 
California, to address public and agency comments on the Draft Supplemental EIR. The comments 
from this meeting are included in a Memorandum for the Record, along with a summary describing 
the manner in which the workshops were conducted.1  
 

                                                 
1 Sapphos Environmental, Inc. 19 December 2006. Memorandum for the Record No. 5. Pasadena, CA. 
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13.2 LETTERS OF COMMENT AND RESPONSES 
 
The letters of comment received on the Draft Supplemental EIR are presented in this subsection 
with the comments numbered and annotated in the right margin. Responses to the comments 
follow each comment letter. 
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13.2.1  Federal Agencies 
 
There were no letters of comment received from federal agencies. 
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13.2.2  State Agencies 
 
State of California, Native American Heritage Commission 
Dave Singleton 
915 Capital Mall, Room 364 
Sacramento, California 95814 
 
California Department of Fish and Game 
South Coast Region 
Michael J. Mulligan 
494 Viewridge Avenue 
San Diego, California 92123 
Tel: (858) 467-4201 
 
State of California 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
Terry Roberts 
1400 Tenth Street 
P.O. Box 3044 
Sacramento, California  95812-3044 
Tel: (916) 445-0613  

County of Los Angeles Fire Station 108 Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report  
April 2007 Sapphos Environmental, Inc. 
W:\PROJECTS\1204\1204-011\Documents\Final Supplemental EIR\Section 13.doc Page 13-5 







State of California, Native American Heritage Commission 
Dave Singleton 
915 Capital Mall, Room 364 
Sacramento, California 95814 
 
Response to Comment No .1: 
 
Thank you for your letter regarding Native American cultural resources. The County of Los Angeles 
recognizes that the NAHC is a trustee and responsible agency pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); therefore, the NOA for the Draft Supplemental EIR was 
provided to the NAHC. 
 
Response to Comment No. 2: 
 
As stated in Section 2.0, Project Description of the Draft Supplemental EIR, the proposed location 
for Fire Station 108 was evaluated as part of an EIR certified in 1994 by the County of Los Angeles 
Board of Supervisors for the Mountain View Projects with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive.2 As 
stated in Section 2.2, Existing Conditions of the Supplemental EIR, it was determined that the 
project would not be expected to result in significant impacts to Native American cultural 
resources pursuant to the CEQA. The NOA of the Supplemental EIR was provided to the NAHC.  
 
The analysis completed in the 1993 EIR included a records search of the University of Los Angeles, 
California Archaeological Survey and the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works that 
included, but was not limited to, 10 sources of information: 
 

1.  State archaeological site map archives 
2.  State site record archives 
3.  State archaeological report files 
4.  Historic township and range plat maps 
5.  Old historic U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) quadrangle maps 
6.  The National Register of Historic Places (1976) 
7.  California Historical Landmarks 
8.  California Inventory of Historic Resources 
9.  Historic cultural monuments 
10.  Cultural Heritage Board of Historical-Cultural Monuments  

 
Although the 1993 EIR determined that the proposed project was not likely to affect Native 
American cultural resources, monitoring was required during the mass grading of the master-
planned community. A mitigation measure was included in the 1993 EIR for the protection of any 
cultural resources identified due to the potential sensitivity of the site. The proposed location of 
Fire Station 108 lies within the engineered fill created during construction of the master-planned 
community.  
 
The proposed project site for Fire Station 108 as described in Section 2.0 is a site that was graded 
during the development of the 1993 project and as such was subject to the previous mitigation 
measure to protect cultural resources. 

                                                 
2 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. September 1993. Final Environmental Impact Report for the 
Mountain View Projects with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. Prepared by: Sikand Engineering, Sherman Oaks, CA. 
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Response to Comment No. 3: 
 
An archaeological inventory is not required because the entire site, including all areas of potential 
cut and fill activities, are located within engineered fill.  
 
Response to Comment No. 4: 
 
A Sacred Lands file search of the proposed project area by the NAHC is not required because the 
proposed location for Fire Station 108, as described in Section 2.0 is a site that was graded during 
the development of the 1993 project and as such was subject to the previous mitigation measures 
to protect cultural resources. The proposed project site, including all areas of potential cut-and-fill 
activities, is located within engineered fill.   
 
A thorough archeological record search was conducted for the Seco Canyon Development IV EIR.3 
The archival sources consulted for this archaeological survey included: 
 

1. State archaeological site map archives 
2. State site record archives 
3. State archaeological report files 
4. Historic Township and Range Plat maps 
5. Old historic USGS quadrangle maps 
6. The National Register of Historic Places (1976) 
7. California Historical Landmarks (1979) 
8. California Inventory of Historic Resources (1976) 
9. Historic cultural monuments 
10. Cultural Heritage Board of Historical-Cultural Monuments 

 
The records search revealed that no prehistoric-aboriginal, historic, or modern period sites were 
recorded within the site’s boundaries. A physical field inspection of the entire project area was 
conducted over five days (July 15 to 18 and July 22, 1991) by Dr. Louis James Tartaglia. The 
surface field inspection was conducted on foot and the site was examined for visible cultural 
resources such as artifacts, soil changes, and other cultural features. The field inspection did not 
reveal any surface evidence of archaeological sites, past aboriginal occupation, historic period 
structures, or historic period materials. 
 
Response to Comment No. 5: 
 
The grading for the proposed location of Fire Station 108 was completed pursuant to the 
mitigations measures established in the 1993 EIR that required construction monitoring, 
identification, and evaluation of accidentally discovered archaeological resources, and disposition 
of recorded artifacts.  
 
Response to Comment No. 6: 
 
The grading for the proposed location of Fire Station 108 was completed pursuant to the mitigation 
measures established in the 1993 EIR that provided provisions for the unanticipated discovery of 
Native American human remains or unmarked cemeteries.  

                                                 
3 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. September 1993. Final Environmental Impact Report for the 
Mountain View Projects with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. Prepared by: Sikand Engineering, Sherman Oaks, CA. 
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Response to Comment No. 7: 
 
The proposed location of Fire Station 108 lies on a site of engineered fill and there are no 
anticipated impacts to Native American cultural resources. However, as recommended, copies of 
this letter of comment and the County’s responses to the letter of comment have been provided to 
the Native American contacts for Los Angeles County identified by the NAHC.  
 
Response to Comment No. 8: 
 
The mass grading of the proposed location of Fire Station 108 was completed pursuant to the 1993 
EIR. This identified the procedures to be followed in the event of the accidental discovery of 
human remains.  
 
Response to Comment No. 9: 
 
The location for Fire Station 108, as stipulated in the 1993 EIR, avoids known locations of Native 
American Sacred Sites and other significant Native American cultural resources.  Please refer to the 
response to Comment No. 4 above, which states that a records search and field survey were 
completed and determined that no Native American sacred sites or significant Native American 
cultural resources were within the proposed project site. 
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California Department of Fish and Game 
South Coast Region 
Michael J. Mulligan 
494 Viewridge Avenue 
San Diego, California 92123 
Tel: (858) 467-4201  
 
Response to Comment No. 1 
 
Thank you for your comment requesting preparation of a biological constraints analysis (BCA) for 
the proposed project site as well as an analysis on project or alternative project impacts to 
biological resources as recommended in the CDFG letter of comment on the Notice of Preparation 
(NOP). The Supplemental EIR tiers off a previously certified EIR that addressed the biological 
resources at the project site. The Seco Canyon IV Development project analyzed in that EIR, 
including the specified location for Fire Station 108, has since been completed. The proposed 
location for Fire Station 108 is a vacant lot, constructed on a 45-foot-deep engineered fill in the 
middle of a single-family residential neighborhood. As indicated in the Existing Conditions section 
of the Initial Study, the project site is characterized by completely bare ground with individual non-
native plants or weeds.   
 
As indicated in the letter of response to CDFG’s letter of comment to the NOP,4 the analysis of 
biological resources associated with the proposed project was undertaken as part of the original 
analysis for the Seco Canyon Development IV Project with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive EIR, 
which included the current location for Fire Station 108.5 The County of Los Angeles Board of 
Supervisors certified and approved the EIR for the master-planned community in December 1994.  
 
As stated in Section 3, Existing Conditions, Impacts, Mitigation, and Level of Significance after 
Mitigation, the analysis undertaken for the Seco Canyon Development IV Project with the 
Extension of Copper Hill Drive EIR determined that there were several environmental issue areas 
related to CEQA that were not expected to have significant impacts resulting from implementation 
of the proposed project. Biological resources were included among the 12 issue areas. Therefore, 
these issue areas were not carried forward for detailed analysis in the Draft Supplemental EIR. 
 
The proposed project is located on an approximately 1.41-acre, irregularly shaped, graded parcel 
that contains between 40 to 60 feet of fill material located within the recently constructed 
Mountain View planned community of 594 single family dwellings.6 Photographs of the proposed 
site provided in Section 2.2 of the Draft Supplemental EIR indicate that the vegetation is 
characteristic of a disturbed site, and does not support riparian, wetland, or other sensitive natural 
communities. Photographs of alternative sites considered in the Draft Supplemental EIR are 
consistent with the results of the geological studies described for each alternative in that the sites 
have been subject to grading and fill (Alternatives A through G). In some cases the alternative sites 
have already been developed.  
 

                                                 
4 Sapphos Environmental, Inc. 30 November 2006. Letter to Mr. Scott Harris, California Department of Fish and Game, 
San Diego, CA. 
5 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. September 1993. Final Environmental Impact Report for the 
Mountain View Projects with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. Prepared by: Sikand Engineering, Sherman Oaks, CA. 
6 County of Los Angeles Consolidated Fire Protection District. 7 December 2006. County of Los Angeles Fire Station 108 
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report. Prepared by Sapphos Environmental, Inc. Pasadena California 
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While the proposed project is located within an unincorporated area of Los Angeles, a Biological 
Constraints Analysis is not warranted as the proposed project is not located within or adjacent to a 
Significant Ecological Area (SEA). The nearest SEAs to the proposed project site are the San 
Francisquito Canyon Significant Ecological Area and the Santa Clara River Significant Ecological 
Area. The proposed project site is located approximately 2 miles to the east of San Francisquito 
Canyon SEA (SEA #19) and approximately 3 miles north of the Santa Clara River SEA (SEA #23).   
 
Response to Comment No. 2: 
 
Thank you your comment related to impacts to native birds, specifically migratory non-game native 
bird species that are protected by international treaty under the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
(MBTA) of 1918. As the 1.41-acre proposed project site is adjacent to open space areas that may 
contain habitat potentially suitable to support nesting birds, Section 2, Project Description will be 
clarified to include a component of the best management practices for the proposed project to 
clearly state the following construction avoidance measures: 
 

• Construction drawings shall depict the down-sloping open space area located to the 
south of the proposed project as “Off-Limits Zone.”  

 
• Stakes, flagging, or construction fencing shall be placed to separate the “Off-Limits 

Zone” from construction activities within the proposed project site to avoid 
disturbance to open space habitat. 

 
• The proposed project is a 1.41-acre, irregularly shaped, graded parcel that contains 

between 40 to 60 feet of fill material that does not likely contain habitat suitable to 
support nesting birds. However, if feasible, ground-disturbing activities shall be 
conducted outside of the breeding bird season to avoid disturbance to nesting birds.  

 
• If ground-disturbing activities cannot take place outside the breeding bird season, 

30 days prior to the disturbance of suitable nesting habitat, the County of Los 
Angeles or its designee shall conduct nesting bird surveys once a week within 300 
feet of the construction work area, with the last survey being conducted no more 
than three days prior to the initiation of ground-disturbing activities. The surveys 
shall be conducted by a qualified biologist with experience conducting breeding 
bird surveys. 

 
• If a protected native bird is found on the proposed project site, ground-disturbing 

activities shall be delayed within suitable nesting habitat or within 300 feet of 
nesting habitat (within 500 feet for nesting raptors) until August 31 and surveys shall 
be conducted to locate any nests.   

 
• If an active nest is located, clearing and construction within 300 feet of the nest 

(within 500 feet for raptor nests) or as determined by the biological monitor shall be 
postponed until the nest is vacated and juveniles have fledged, and when there is 
no evidence of a second attempt at nesting. 
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Response to Comment No. 3: 
 
Thank you for your comment related to impacts to CDFG Jurisdictional Drainages. As stated in 
Section 2, Project Description, the proposed project is located on an approximately 1.41-acre, 
irregularly shaped, graded parcel that contains between 40 to 60 feet of fill material located within 
the recently constructed Mountain View planned community of 594 single family dwellings.7 

Photographs of the proposed site provide in Section 2.2 of the Draft Supplemental EIR indicate that 
the vegetation is characteristic of a disturbed site, and does not support riparian, wetland, or other 
sensitive natural communities, including areas potentially under the jurisdiction of the CDFG 
pursuant to section 1600 of the State Fish and Game Code. Photographs of alternative sites 
considered in the Supplemental EIR are consistent with the results of the geological studies 
described for each alternative in the Supplemental EIR in that the sites have been subject to grading 
and fill (Alternatives A through G). In some cases the alternative sites have already been developed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
7 County of Los Angeles Consolidated Fire Protection District. 7 December 2006. County of Los Angeles Fire Station 108 
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report. Prepared by Sapphos Environmental, Inc. Pasadena California 
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State of California 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
Terry Roberts 
1400 Tenth Street 
P.O. Box 3044 
Sacramento, California  95812-3044 
Tel: (916) 445-0613  
 
Response to Comment No. 1 
 
Thank you for your comment noting receipt of the County of Los Angeles Consolidated Fire 
Protection District’s Draft Supplemental EIR for Fire Station 108, and for providing State 
Clearinghouse Number 2006041023. 
 
Response to Comment No. 2 
 
Thank you for forwarding letters of comment on the Draft Supplemental EIR received by your 
offices.  The letters and responses have been included in this document. 
 
Response to Comment No. 3 
 
Thank you for your comment stating that the County of Los Angeles Consolidated Fire Protection 
District is in compliance with State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental 
documents, pursuant to CEQA. 
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 13.2.3  Regional Agencies 
 
Southern California Association of Governments 
Main Office 
Sylvia Patsaouras, Manager, Environmental Division 
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90017-3455 
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Southern California Association of Governments 
Main Office 
Sylvia Patsaouras, Manager, Environmental Division  
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90017-3455 
 
Response to Comment No. 1:  
 
Thank you for your comment. It is understood that the SCAG has determined that “the proposed 
Project is not regionally significant per SCAG Intergovernmental Review (IGR) Criteria and CEQA 
Guidelines (Section 15206).” 
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 13.2.4  County Agencies 
 
County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County  
Ruth I. Frazen  
Facilities Planning Department  
P.O. Box 4998 
Whittier, California 90607-4998  
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County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County  
Ruth I. Frazen  
Facilities Planning Department  
P.O. Box 4998 
Whittier, California 90607-4998  
 
Response to Comment No. 1:  
 
Thank you for your comment verifying that the proposed location for Fire Station 108 is served by 
a local sewer line for conveyance to the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County Bouquet 
Canyon Relief Trunk Sewer, which has sufficient capacity to accommodate the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment No. 2:  
 
Thank you for your comment verifying the existence and operation of the Santa Clarita Valley Joint 
Sewerage System that provides wastewater treatment in the Santa Clarita Valley and proposed 
project area.  
 
Response to Comment No. 3:  
 
Thank you for your calculation of the expected average wastewater flow of 714 gallons per day for 
the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment No. 4:  
 
Thank you for the Connection Fee Information Sheet. This information has been provided to the 
Fire Protection District project manager, Mr. Ross Pistone. 
  
Response to Comment No. 5:  
 
The proposed project is part of an existing authorized service permit for the Seco Canyon 
Development IV Project and extension at Copper Hill Drive evaluated in the 1993 EIR and 
approved by the County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors.8  
 
Response to Comment No. 6:  
 
The Fire Protection District appreciates the comments provided by the Sanitation Districts of Los 
Angeles County and looks forward to working with the Sanitation Districts. 
 
 
 

                                                 
8 County of Los Angeles Consolidated Fire Protection District. 7 December 2006. County of Los Angeles Fire Station 108 
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report. Prepared by Sapphos Environmental, Inc. Pasadena California 
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 13.2.5  Local Agencies 
 
There were no letters of comment received from local agencies. 
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13.2.6  Individuals 
 
Donna Stewart 
28822 Rock Canyon Drive 
Saugas, California 91390 
 
William Wittenberg  
28541 N. Haskell Canyon Rd. 
Saugus, California 91390-5207 
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Donna Stewart 
28822 Rock Canyon Drive 
Saugas, California 91390 
 
Response to Comment No. 1:  
 
Thank you for your comment stating opposition to the construction of the proposed project at 
28799 North Rock Canyon Drive, in the unincorporated territory of Los Angeles County, 
California. The County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors will consider your comment in 
conjunction with their decision-making process for the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment No. 2:  
 
Thank you for your comment regarding the location of the proposed project in a residential 
community and your concerns regarding the potential for negative effects to the community. The 
County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors will take your concerns into consideration during their 
decision-making process for the proposed project.  
 
The Fire Protection District attempts to locate fire stations at approximately 3-mile increments to 
provide an average response time of 5 minutes or less in developed areas of the County. Of the 
more than 170 existing fire stations in the Fire Protection District, approximately 30 percent are 
built in residential areas. Of the 170 existing fire stations, 12 are in single- and multiple-family 
structures that have been modified to serve as a community-based fire station. In the Santa Clarita 
Valley, six fire stations are located immediately adjacent to residential properties, which include 
Fire Stations #73, #107, #111, #123, #124, and #149. An additional 38 fire stations are in 
residential communities in a non-residential structure. Neighborhoods that are well served by fire 
stations are generally considered more desirable due to the short response time.  
 
In general, the property values of a home are improved when served by a fire station. Data 
demonstrates that property values for Santa Clarita Valley residential units located immediately 
adjacent to a fire station are reduced by approximately $20,000.00.9 Residential units not 
immediately adjacent to a fire station demonstrate an increased property value. Since the location 
of Fire Station 108 was specified in the Seco Canyon IV Development project, the reduced value 
would have been realized at the time of the original sale of the property. Therefore, construction of 
Fire Station 108 at that location would not affect property values. However, relocation of Fire 
Station 108 to another residential location would be expected to reduce immediately adjacent 
residential property values by $20,000.00. 
  
Response to Comment No. 3:  
 
Thank you for your comment regarding potential impacts from lights and noise from the proposed 
project. The County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors will take your comment into 
consideration during their decision-making process for the proposed project. 
 
Noise impacts were fully analyzed and disclosed in the Supplemental EIR. The Supplemental EIR 
includes four mitigation measures to reduce noise impacts to the maximum extent practicable. The 
noise analysis included an analysis of the impacts to surrounding residences per call based on the 

                                                 
9 LaBianca Appraisal Service. 30 October 2006. Value Impact Study for a Proposed Neighborhood Fire Station, 28799 
North Rock Canyon Drive, Santa Clarita, California. San Diego, CA. 
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average number of calls that has historically occurred in this neighborhood. An average of two 
calls per day is anticipated. The average number of residences exposed to noise levels in excess of 
the County noise ordinance was 16 percent higher when the service was being provided by Fire 
Station 111 than the proposed location of Fire Station 108 (108 residences to 93 residences).  
 
The exterior lighting proposed to be installed at the fire station is low-profile lighting that would be 
built into the bollards that would surround the property. There would be exterior light fixtures at 
various locations (similar to what would be installed on a house). There would be two lights at the 
trash enclosure area and there would be two lights on 10-foot poles, shielded and directed down to 
provide lighting to the parking area. Lights would be high pressure, low sodium, and low wattage. 
The lighting scheme is designed to blend into and be consistent with that of the community. Please 
see Section 12, Clarifications and Revisions for the inclusion of the specific lighting specifications.  
 
Response to Comment No. 4:  
 
Thank you for your comment regarding the utilization of commercial property for the location of 
the proposed project. The County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors will take your comment into 
consideration during their decision-making process for the proposed project. 
 
As requested by members of the community, the Supplemental EIR analyzed seven alternative 
locations for the proposed project. There is not an available commercial property that is capable of 
meeting all of the basic objectives of the project and reducing the significant impacts of the 
proposed project. Alternative effectiveness and ability to meet basic objectives is discussed in 
Section 4, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, of the Supplemental EIR beginning on page 4-1. In 
addition, the developer of Seco Canyon IV had to provide the County with a parcel for 
development of a fire station as a condition of approval for their development. The proposed 
project location is the parcel the developer selected. 
 
With regard to the commercial property at Haskell Canyon and Cooper Hill, the Fire Protection 
District tried to negotiate to buy the property from the owner. The property was assessed at 
$400,000 but the owner was asking $4,000,000. The cost was prohibitive to the Fire Protection 
District, and did not feel that the purchase of the property would serve one of their core goals of 
providing cost-effective service. 
 
Response to Comment No. 5: 
 
Thank you for your comment regarding the opposition to the location of the proposed project on 
Rock Canyon. The County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors will take your comment into 
consideration during their decision-making process for the proposed project. 
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William Wittenberg  
28541 N. Haskell Canyon Rd. 
Saugus, California 91390-5207 
 
Response to Comment No. 1:  
 

Thank you for your comment. As indicated in Section 2 of the Supplemental EIR, the proposed 
project is an element of the Seco Canyon Development IV that was evaluated in the 1993 EIR and 
certified by the County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors.10 A condition of approval for the 
construction of the Seco Canyon Development IV was the construction of Fire Station 108 at 
28799 North Rock Canyon Drive. The scope of this Supplemental EIR is limited to a project-level 
evaluation of the impacts of the construction, operation, and maintenance of the proposed project, 
and the evaluation of the feasible mitigation measures and alternatives to reduce the significant 
effects of the project. 
 
Response to Comment No. 2:  
 
Thank you for your comment. As indicated in Section 2 of the Supplemental EIR, the County of Los 
Angeles Board of Supervisors required the construction of Fire Station 108 as a condition of 
approval for TT 46908, Seco Canyon Development IV, to meet the planning standards of providing 
fire stations at approximately 3-mile intervals in developed areas of the County in order to adhere 
to an average response time of less that five minutes. In the original 1993 EIR, an analysis of the 
number of emergency vehicle trips or noise levels was performed. 
 
Response to Comment No. 3:  
 
Thank you for your comment summarizing seven years of opposition to the proposed construction 
and operation of Fire Station 108 at 28799 North Rock Canyon Drive. This information will be 
considered by the County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors in conjunction with their decision 
making process for the proposed project.  
 
Pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines, the proposed project description discloses all proposed 
project elements (e.g., the fuel tank). Noise impacts have been disclosed and analyzed for 
construction and operation of the proposed project. The Board of Supervisors has the ability to 
evaluate the location of the fuel tank and operational considerations as a component of their 
decision-making process.  
 
Response to Comment No. 4:  
 
Thank you for your comment. The Fire Protection District determined to prepare a Supplemental 
EIR in response to the comments that were received for the Negative Declaration and Mitigated 
Negative Declaration for the proposed project. Preparation of the 1993 EIR for the Seco Canyon 
Development project and the circulation of a proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration is disclosed 
in the Executive Summary of the Supplemental EIR. 
 

                                                 
10 County of Los Angeles Consolidated Fire Protection District. 7 December 2006. County of Los Angeles Fire Station 108 
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report. Prepared by Sapphos Environmental, Inc. Pasadena California 
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Response to Comment No. 5:  
 
Thank you for your comment. The operational policies related to sirens as warning devices on 
emergency vehicles, and in relation to automobiles and pedestrians, is contained in Section 3.3.4 
of the Draft Supplemental EIR. In addition, Figure 3.3.4-1, Noise Distance Levels describes these 
impacts graphically. 
 
The union, California Fire Fighters Association Local 1014, has not been asked to comment on any 
issue related to this matter. 
 
Response to Comment No.  6:  
 
Thank you for your comment. Pages 1 through 3 of Section 1, Introduction of the Draft 
Supplemental EIR refers to the Seco Canyon Development IV and preparation of this Supplemental 
EIR. The Fire Protection District responded to public comments resulting from circulation of the 
Negative Declaration and Mitigated Negative Declaration, and moved forward with the 
preparation of a Supplemental EIR for the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment No. 7:  
 
Thank you for your comment related to the County’s Fire Protection, Hazardous Materials, and 
Emergency Medical Services for the Santa Clarita Valley, Phase II Report in relation to the overlap 
of the 1.5-mile diamond coverage for the existing Fire Station 111 and proposed Fire Stations 108, 
138, and 156 and the effect of topography and street geometry on road segment response times.11  
 
According to Appendix C and D of the City Gate report, Fire Station 56 is planned through 2010 
and Fire Station 138 is not planned until after 2010. The 1.5-mile diamond coverage for proposed 
Fire Stations 138 and 156 are approximate locations because much of these areas are not 
completely built out. A note at the bottom of the map (Appendix D of the City Gate report) states 
that “Locations for stations projected beyond 2010 are approximate until the road infrastructure is 
determined.” The locations of the 1.5-mile diamond coverage for proposed Fire Station 108 and 
existing Fire Station 111 are consistent through Appendix B, C, and D of the City Gate report and 
Figure 2.4.1-7, Proposed Project, Existing Fire Station 111, and Future-planned Fire Station: 
Approximate 5-minute Response Time of the Draft Supplemental EIR. The slight differences in the 
1.5-mile diamond coverage locations in Figure 2.4.1-7 of the Draft Supplemental EIR for Proposed 
Fire Stations 138 and 156 and Appendix D of the City Gate report reflect more recent data for 
these proposed locations in the City Gate report. Figure 2.4.1-7 in the Draft Supplemental EIR will 
be revised to reflect this more recent location for the proposed Fire Station 138 and 156 1.5-mile 
diamond coverage locations.  
 
The data received from the Fire Protection District shown in Figures 2.4.1-5, Existing Conditions: 
Fire Station 111 Response Times and 2.4.1-6, Proposed Project: Response Time Improvement in 
the Supplemental Draft EIR was used for the response time analysis. This data accounts for 
constraints in the road network such as speed limits and traffic control devices (i.e., stoplights or 
stop signs). Topography is generally not considered a constraint in the road network as speed can 
always be increased going uphill or reduced going downhill, therefore negating any effects from 
differences in topography.   

                                                 
11 City Gate Associates, LLC. September 2006. Fire Protection, Hazardous Materials, and Emergency Medical Services for 
the Santa Anita Clarita Valley. Folsom, CA.  
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Response to Comment No. 8:  
 
Thank you for your comment. Cultural mitigation measures are not necessary for this proposed 
project site because the site is comprised of engineering fill material and therefore not considered 
to be a culturally sensitive site. The depth of the material ranges from 50 to 80 feet. 
 
Response to Comment No. 9:  
 
Thank you for your comment. Because the site has been graded, backfilled, and compacted, and its 
surface, after analysis, is not considered to have significant erosion capabilities, it has been 
determined that the proposed project would not have an impact on landslides.  

 
Response to Comment No. 10:  
 
Thank you for your comment. The first scoping meeting was held at the proposed project site and 
was attended by two residents in the area. The community was given a two-weeks notice for this 
meeting by mail, in newspapers, and in postings at the local libraries and on site. The second 
community meeting was held at Fire Station 126 and attended by eight residents in the area. The 
community was given a two-weeks notice of this meeting by mail, in newspapers, and in postings 
at the local libraries and on site. 
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13.2.7 Community Meeting 
 
Santa Clarita, California 
December 12, 2006 
 
COMMENTS FROM DECEMBER 12, 2006 COMMUNITY COMMENT MEETING 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION/ALTERNATIVES 

 
1. Someone has to have it [the fire station] in their backyard. If not A, then B, etc. 
 
Response to Comment No. 1:  
 
Thank you for your comment. The County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors will take 
your comment into consideration during their decision-making process for the proposed 
project. 
 
2. Residents expressed their desire for project delays to be kept at a minimum (need for a 
station out there). 
 
Response to Comment No.  2:  
 
Thank you for your comment. The County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors will take 
your comment into consideration during their decision-making process for the proposed 
project. 
 
3. One resident stated that they haven’t met a resident in the Fire Station 108 service area 
who is opposed to the project. 
 
Response to Comment No.  3:  
 
Thank you for your comment. The County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors will take 
your comment into consideration during their decision-making process for the proposed 
project. 
 
4. One resident wants a flashing light for warning purposes. 
 
Response to Comment No. 4:  
 
Thank you for your comment. The County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors will take 
your comment into consideration during their decision-making process for the proposed 
project. 
 
5. The Alternative A site has not and will not be a park, and has only been approved by the 
County as open space. 
 
Response to Comment No. 5:  
 
Thank you for your comment. The Alternative A site was analyzed only for environmental 
impacts and feasibility as a project site for the proposed project in the Draft Supplemental 
EIR. 



 
6. Susie Tay (Director of Regional Subdivision) was quoted by a citizen as saying “land can 
be traded for current location.” This reference was to Alternatives A and B. 
 
Response to Comment No.  6:  
 
Thank you for your comment. It is not possible to respond to hearsay in this Draft 
Supplemental EIR. 
 
7. Alternatives A and B response areas are better than the current proposed area. 
 
Response to Comment No. 7:  
 
Thank you for your comment. All seven alternatives of the proposed project have been 
analyzed. These alternative locations do not meet the mission statement and goals of the 
Fire Protection District.  
 
8. Concern about conflicting information between City Gate’s fire study (completed 
September / October 2006) with Fire Station 111’s 1.5-mile service area. 
 
Response to Comment No. 8:  
 
Thank you for your comment. This Draft Supplemental EIR analyzes impacts of Fire Station 
108. 

  
 
COMMENTS FROM DECEMBER 12, 2006 COMMUNITY COMMENT MEETING 
NOISE/TRAFFIC 
 

1. What are the effects of canyons on sound dispersion (echoing)? 
 
Response to Comment No. 1:  
 
Thank you for your comment. The Draft Supplemental EIR analyzed ambient neighborhood 
noise levels and the changes in ambient noise and whether they are noticeable to residents. 
It was determined that the noise level of a siren would be noticeable and significant. 
However, mitigation measures have been specified that are capable of mitigating the 
impacts related to noise to the greatest extent possible. 
 
2. Concerns about internal radio calls and garage door noise from the station. 
 
Response to Comment No.  2:  
 
Thank you for your comment. It is not anticipated that there will be a significant adverse 
impact due to the sound of internal radio calls or garage doors. 
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3. How many responses are there per day? 
 
Response to Comment No. 3:  
 
Thank you for your comment. It is anticipated that there would be a maximum average of 
two calls per day for the proposed Fire Station 108. 
 
4. A person in attendance questioned the accuracy of the Spot Speed Survey Analysis table 
created by Raju Associates, Inc. This person felt the speeds listed were too low. 
 
Response to Comment No. 4:  
 
Thank you for your comment. The Fire Protection District vehicles are required to comply 
with the traffic laws of the County of Los Angeles, and County of Los Angeles speed limits 
were used to analyze response times. All County of Los Angeles Fire Protection District 
vehicles are required to operate at all times with the “Basic Speed Law” as defined by 
CVC22350. 
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SECTION I 
INTRODUCTION 

 
I.A CERTIFICATION 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS REGARDING 
THE FINAL SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS 
ANGELES FIRE STATION 108 (STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NUMBER 2006041023) 
 
The County of Los Angeles hereby certifies the technical and procedural adequacy of the 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to support the decision-making process in relation 
to the County of Los Angeles Fire Station 108 (project) in the County of Los Angeles, California 
(State Clearinghouse Number 2006041023). The Supplemental EIR consists of three volumes: 
Volume I, Draft Supplemental EIR, dated December 7, 2006; Volume II, Technical Appendices to 
the Supplemental EIR, dated December 7, 2006; and Volume III, Clarifications and Revisions to the 
Draft Supplemental EIR, Comment Letters on the Draft EIR, and Response to Comments, dated 
April 2007. The Supplemental EIR has been completed in compliance with the State of California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the State CEQA Guidelines, and all other applicable federal, 
state, and local statutes and regulations that govern the management of environmental resources. 
The County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors, the County of Los Angeles Chief Administrative 
Office, and the County of Los Angeles Consolidated Fire Protection District (Fire Protection 
District) have received, reviewed, and considered the information contained in the EIR, all 
hearings, and submissions of testimony from officials representing the County of Los Angeles, as 
well as from other agencies, organizations, and private individuals who have expressed an interest 
in the project. 
 
Having received, reviewed, and considered the foregoing information, and recommendations of 
County of Los Angeles staff, including the Fire Protection District, as well as any and all other 
information in the record, and Section I herein, the County of Los Angeles hereby makes findings 
pursuant to and in accordance with Section 21081 of the Public Resources Code as presented in 
Sections II through X of these Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations. 
 
I.B BACKGROUND 
 
I.B.1 Existing Conditions 
 
The project will be located in the northwest portion of the unincorporated territory of Los Angeles 
County, approximately 1 mile north of the City of Santa Clarita and 6 miles south from the 
commercial core of Valencia in the Valencia Industrial Center. The site is approximately 5 miles 
east of Interstate 5 and approximately 5 miles northwest of State Highway 14. The project site is 
situated east of the recently constructed residential housing Tract 45137, within Tract 46908 that 
consists of primarily single-family residential units, and south of the Angeles National Forest. The 
project site is located on the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute series Newhall 
topographic quadrangle.1 The topographic map has yet to be updated by the USGS to reflect the 
development of the Mountain View planned community, which is evident in the aerial 
photograph. The elevation of the graded pad at the project site gently slopes from 1,604 feet to 

                                                           
1 U.S. Geological Survey. 1998 [Photoinspected 1998]. 7.5-Minute Series Newhall, California, Topographic 
Quadrangle. Reston, VA. 
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1,608 feet above mean sea level (msl) with up to a 4-foot transition to surrounding property 
elevations. The project site is bounded by local residential streets. These streets consist of Bridge 
Court on the north; Sugar Bliss Place and Phantom Trail to the east; Haskell Canyon Road, Copper 
Hill Drive, and a Southern California Edison easement to the south; and North Canyon Road to the 
west. The project is located on a 1.41-acre irregularly-shaped parcel at 28799 North Rock Canyon 
Drive in the unincorporated territory of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County, California. The project 
was originally evaluated as an element of the Seco Canyon Development IV Project, which 
includes approximately 594 single-family dwelling units on 381.2 acres as an extension of the 
Mountain View Community and Canyon Heights Community.2 The Seco Canyon Development IV 
Project was approved by the County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors on December 6, 1994 
and the majority of residential units were constructed by 2003. Rough and finish grading of the 
building pad was completed as part of the development of the master planned community. 
 
The project site is currently enclosed by chain-link fencing. The property is bound on the north, 
west, and east by single-family residential land uses, and on the south by downsloped open space. 
The project site was partially graded in 1997 and the fill was placed south of the project site as an 
earth embankment to provide a temporary desilting basin.3 By late 1998, unsuitable material was 
removed from the project site and filled in the adjacent basin, completing the existing grade in 
1999.4 The depth of the fill material ranges from 55 to 80 feet. 
 
The general topographic characteristics of the project site consist of gentle to steep slopes 
characterized by hilly to mountainous terrain, underlain by sedimentary bedrock of the Castaic, 
Mint Canyon, Saugus, and Sunshine Ranch Formations. Large landslides and areas containing 
multiple slides occupy the southeastern area of the site, and several small landslides have occurred 
in the southwestern area of the project site. No known active or potentially active faults traverse 
the project site. 
 
I.B.2 Purpose and Need 
 
The underlying purpose and need of the project is to provide fire protection and life safety services 
for portions of the approximately 9-square-mile Seco Canyon Development IV Project. 
  
The 9-square-mile area to be serviced by the project has been serviced on an interim basis by Fire 
Station 111, located at 26829 Seco Canyon Road, Saugus, California, approximately 3.5 miles 
south of the project site. Emergency response calls to the Fire Station 108 service area average 
approximately 2.5 response calls per day. Operation of the proposed Fire Station 108 will reduce 
distances currently traveled by fire emergency vehicles leaving Fire Station 111 in response to 
emergencies in the Fire Station 108 service area. 
 

                                                           
2 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. September 1993. Final Environmental Impact 
Report for the Seco Canyon Development IV Project with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. Prepared by 
Sikand Engineering, Sherman Oaks, CA. 
3 Pacific Soils Engineering, Inc. 9 August 2000. Final Rough Grade Geotechnical Report, Pacific Crest (Seco 
IV) Project, Lot 24, Tract No. 46909-08, Proposed Fire Station Site, Seco Canyon Area, County of Los 
Angeles, CA. Cypress, CA. 
4 Pacific Soils Engineering, Inc. 9 August 2000. Final Rough Grade Geotechnical Report, Pacific Crest (Seco 
IV) Project, Lot 24, Tract No. 46909-08, Proposed Fire Station Site, Seco Canyon Area, County of Los 
Angeles, CA. Cypress, CA. 
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I.B.3 Project Objectives 
 
The County of Los Angeles identified and prioritized four basic objectives that are important to 
achieving the project goals: 
 
1.  Mission Statement and Vision. The fire station is required to serve and to support 

the Fire Protection District’s Mission Statement and Vision to protect lives, the 
environment, and property by providing prompt, skillful, and cost-effective fire 
protection and life safety services. The fire station will specifically service the 
anticipated number of residential units with response times that will be 
commensurate with Fire Protection District standard operating procedures. The Fire 
Protection District plans to continue to be recognized as an exemplary organization 
acclaimed for national reputation, regional strength, and hometown attentiveness as 
they provide fire protection and life safety services. 

 
2.  Core Values. The Fire Protection District constructs fire stations in each service area 

to serve and accommodate the surrounding existing community and anticipated 
growth, and in a manner that meets generally accepted standards for fire stations 
and emergency response times designed to serve urban-wildland interface areas, 
including sufficient areas to house emergency response vehicles with space for 
reserve or auxiliary vehicles and firefighter crew. The anticipated need for this 
service area is a parcel of approximately 1.5 acres capable of accommodating a fire 
station of approximately 3,500 square feet, a garage of approximately 1,250 square 
feet, and nine parking spaces. Constructing a station to meet the aforementioned 
fire department specifications facilitates meeting the Fire Protection District’s six 
core values, including integrity, teamwork, courage, caring, commitment, and 
community. 

 
3.  Emergency Response. The Fire Protection District plans to provide the required 

level of fire and life safety with response times equal to or less than five minutes to 
existing residents residing in the communities known as Mountain View and 
Canyon Heights in the Santa Clarita area. 

 
4.  Implementation of Strategic Plan Goals. The Fire Protection District plans to provide 

the required level of fire and life safety and services to existing and future 
development in the service area consistent with the County of Los Angeles Strategic 
Plan Goal of Service Excellence, with response times equal to or less than five 
minutes. 
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I.C PROJECT IMPROVEMENTS 
 
The Seco Canyon Development IV Project EIR included the construction of a new fire station as a 
project component.5 Although the Seco Canyon Development IV Project EIR evaluated the 
proposed fire station at a programmatic level, it did not include a project-level analysis of potential 
environmental impacts from construction, operation, and maintenance of the new fire station.6 In 
response, the Fire Protection District prepared an Initial Study.7 The Initial Study was circulated for 
public comment. As a result of public comments received, the Fire Protection District determined 
that operation of the project may potentially result in significant impacts to air quality, geology and 
soils, noise, and traffic and transportation. Therefore, the Fire Protection District initiated 
preparation of a Supplemental EIR to analyze these potentially significant impact areas. 
 
The project will include the development of a new fire station on a 1.41-acre parcel that will serve 
the local existing and the anticipated needs of the community. Elements of the project include 
development of a 3,571-square-foot, two-story fire station structure and a 1,411-square-foot station 
garage on an existing graded pad that provides sufficient space to accommodate the standard 
features of a residential-based response unit: 
  

• Office space 
• Living quarters 
• Exercise room 
• Restrooms and shower facilities 
• Storage facilities 
• Dormitories 
• Laundry facilities 
• Outdoor BBQ and patio area 
• Telecommunications room 
• One 1,500-gallon diesel tank 
• Surface parking area 
• One emergency generator, including a self-contained, 500-gallon diesel fuel 

tank 
 
The 1,411-square-foot attached garage station will include parking for fire department vehicles and 
equipment, an oil room, medical supply room, and a hose storage room.  
 
Firefighters will be on site in rotating shifts: three firefighters will be scheduled per 24-hour shift 
and a fourth firefighter per 12-hour shift. The fire station will be equipped with one fire engine, one 
patrol vehicle, and a 1,500-gallon diesel tank that will be located at the rear of the station for 
fueling the fire engine and patrol vehicle. A diesel-powered generator, including a self-contained, 
500-gallon diesel fuel tank will be located at the rear of the station. The generator will only be used 

                                                           
5 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. September 1993. Final Environmental Impact 
Report for the Seco Canyon Development IV Project with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. Prepared by 
Sikand Engineering, Sherman Oaks, CA. 
6 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. September 1993. Final Environmental Impact 
Report for the Seco Canyon Development IV Project with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. Prepared by 
Sikand Engineering, Sherman Oaks, CA. 
7 County of Los Angeles Fire Department. March 2004. Initial Study, Fire Station 108. Prepared by: Land 
Design Consultants, Inc., Pasadena, CA. 
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during power outages and during a weekly 30-minute test. Small quantities (5-gallon containers) of 
gasoline will be kept on site for domestic uses around the station. Outdoor parking will be 
provided for station staff. Landscaping around the fire station will be consistent with the 
landscaping of the surrounding tract and will feature native drought-tolerant species. 
 
The exterior of the structure will be consistent with the design of the adjacent existing tract houses 
(Tract 46908-08). Ingress/egress to the fire station will be on the northern portion of the lot along 
North Rock Canyon Road. Additional elements of the project include surface parking spaces for 
seven employee spaces, one handicapped space, and one visitor space; enclosed trash and 
recycling receptacles; and a fuel station located behind the fire station with a 1,500-gallon diesel 
tank to fuel fire engines and vehicles. The project site will consist of a 6-foot-tall fence running 
along the eastern, southern, and western perimeters and a 6-foot-tall wall to be located to the north 
along North Rock Canyon Road. 
 
The exterior lighting to be installed at the fire station is low-profile lighting that will be built into 
the bollards that will surround the property. There will be exterior light fixtures at various locations 
(similar to what would be installed on a house). There will be two lights at the trash enclosure area 
and there will be two lights on 10-foot-tall poles. The lights will be shielded and directed down to 
provide lighting to the parking area. Lights will be high pressure, low sodium, and low wattage. 
The lighting scheme is designed to blend into and be consistent with that of the community. 
 
The City of Santa Clarita and surrounding residential communities in unincorporated areas are 
served by the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Division III, Battalion 6. Eleven fire stations 
are located within this battalion, including one temporary fire station (Fire Station 104). Currently, 
the jurisdictional fire station serving the Mountain View Community and the Seco Canyon 
Community is Fire Station 111, located at 26829 Seco Canyon Road, Canyon County, California. 
On average, Fire Station 111 receives approximately 2.5 emergency related calls each day with an 
average response time over 8 minutes. 
 
The project will serve the developed area as well as some rural areas within the County of Los 
Angeles. During 2005 (January 1, 2005 to December 15, 2005), 627 incidents occurred in the 
projected jurisdictional area of the proposed fire station. The average response time for those 
incidents (based on the arrival of the first emergency vehicle unit) was 10.26 minutes. The project, 
once in service, is expected to average a response time of 3.26 minutes. In the developed area of 
the project, the response time for 478 incidents was 7.26 minutes. The level of response time with 
the proposed fire station in service is expected to drop to under 5 minutes. The project aims to 
significantly reduce emergency response times in both developed and rural areas and better serve 
the surrounding community needs. 
 
In addition to the project, there were approximately 14 other proposed fire stations planned for 
Battalion 6. The closest projects near proposed Fire Station 108 include Fire Station 138 located on 
the future extension of Avenida Rancho Tesoro, Fire Station 156 located on Copper Hill Drive, Fire 
Station 128 located on Whites Canyon Road, and Fire Station 132 located on Sand Canyon Road. 
However, based on emergency response time modeling, each of these alternative proposed fire 
station sites were outside the response time area permitted to allow for adequate safe and quick 
emergency response. The project site is the only location that meets the criteria aimed to reduce 
excessive response times at nearby existing fire stations.  
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I.D EIR PROCESS 
 
The project was originally an element of the Seco Canyon Development IV Project. Based on the 
analysis undertaken in the September 1993 Final EIR for the Seco Canyon Development,8 the Fire 
Protection District determined that the project may have significant environmental impacts that 
called for the preparation of a Supplemental EIR.  
 
This Draft Supplemental EIR was distributed to various federal, state, regional, and local 
government agencies and interested organizations and individuals for a 45-day public review 
period. This Draft Supplemental EIR was provided to the State Clearinghouse on December 7, 
2006 for additional distribution to agencies. In addition, a public Notice of Availability of the Draft 
Supplemental EIR appeared in the Signal Newspaper and The Los Angeles Times and was mailed 
directly to interested parties requesting the document. In addition, copies of the Draft 
Supplemental EIR were available during the public review period at the following libraries: 
 
Valencia Library, 23743 West Valencia Boulevard, Santa Clarita, California 91355 

Telephone Number:  (661) 259-8942 
Hours of Operation:  Monday through Thursday (10:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m.) 

Friday (10:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.) 
Saturday (10:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.) 
Sunday (1:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m.) 

 
Newhall Library, 22704 West 9th Street, Newhall, California 91321 

Telephone Number:  (661) 259-0750 
Hours of Operation:  Monday through Wednesday (10:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m.) 

Thursday and Friday (10:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.) 
Saturday (10:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.) 
Sunday (closed) 

 
Those with written comments on the Draft Supplemental EIR were directed, in writing, to send 
their comments during the public review period to: 
 

Mr. Tim Ottman 
County of Los Angeles 
Consolidated Fire Protection District Headquarters 
1320 North Eastern Avenue 
Los Angeles, California 90063 

 
Written comments provided by the public and by public agencies were evaluated, and written 
responses were prepared for all comments received by the Fire Protection District. The Final 
Supplemental EIR considered the environmental issues identified in the Notice of Preparation, 
responses to letters of comments received on the Draft Supplemental EIR, and clarifications and 
revisions resulting from public review of the Draft Supplemental EIR. Upon completion of the 
evaluation, the Final Supplemental EIR was provided to the County of Los Angeles Chief 
Administrative Office and Board of Supervisors for certification of compliance with CEQA and for 
review and consideration as part of the decision-making process for the project. 

                                                           
8 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. September 1993. Final Environmental Impact 
Report for the Mountain View Projects with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. Prepared by: Sikand 
Engineering, Sherman Oaks, CA. 
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I.E GENERAL FINDINGS 
 
The County of Los Angeles has evaluated all environmental issues recommended by CEQA and the 
State CEQA Guidelines during the environmental evaluation of the project. 
  
I.E.1 No Significant Impacts  
 
The Initial Study determined that the project was not likely to result in significant impacts to twelve 
environmental issues:  
 

• Aesthetics  
• Agricultural resources 
• Biological resources 
• Cultural resources 
• Hazards and hazardous materials 
• Hydrology and water quality 
• Land use and planning 
• Mineral resources 
• Population and housing 
• Public services 
• Recreation 
• Utilities and services  
 

I.E.2  Significant Unavoidable Impacts 
 
The Supplemental EIR determined that the project is expected to result in significant impacts to 
three environmental issues that can be mitigated to below the threshold for significance with the 
incorporation of mitigation measures: air, geology and soils, and traffic and transportation. 
 
The Supplemental EIR determined that development of the project will result in significant impacts 
to one environmental issue that cannot be reduced to below the threshold for significance with the 
incorporation of mitigation measures: noise impacts due to the use of emergency vehicle sirens. 
 
Mitigation measure Noise-4 helps reduce the noise impact from siren usage to the maximum extent 
practicable. The measure requires discretionary siren usage to protect the public on an as-needed 
basis except as required at controlled intersections. 
 
I.E.3 Alternatives 
 
The Fire Protection District evaluated eight alternatives to the project, including the No Project 
Alternative and seven action alternatives. The project, the No Project Alternative, and the seven 
action alternatives were evaluated in relation to their ability to achieve the project goals and the 
four related project objectives:  
 

1) Ability to fulfill the Mission Statement and Vision of the Fire Protection District 
2) Ability to fulfill the Core Values of the Fire Protection District  
3) Ability to meet the emergency response time of 5 minutes or less 
4) Ability to implement the Fire Protection District Strategic Plan goals 
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The project was determined to be the environmentally superior alternative. 
 
No Project Alternative  
 
The No Project Alternative was analyzed, as required by CEQA. The No Project Alternative 
consists of the continued use of County of Los Angeles Fire Station 111, located at 26829 Seco 
Canyon Road as the primary responder to the service area. This alternative was determined to be 
incapable of achieving the project goal due to the slow response times. The No Project Alternative 
does not meet any of the project objectives. 
 
Alternative A 
 
Alternative A is located on Milestone Street near Incline Lane and would require the construction 
of a building of comparable size. Development of Alternative A would entail a construction 
scenario comparable to that of the project. Development of the Alternative A site would be 
inconsistent with the land use designation and zoning. Alternative A meets criteria 2, 3, and 4 of 
the basic objectives of the project, and does not meet criterion 1. 
 
 Alternative B 
 
Alternative B is located on Incline Lane near Superior Court and would require the construction of 
a building of comparable size. Development of Alternative B would entail a construction scenario 
comparable to that of the project. The approximately 2.67-acre site (APN 3244-171-023) is owned 
by Davidon Homes. The proposed use of the site as a fire station is inconsistent with the existing 
land use designation and zoning and would require a General Plan amendment. Therefore, 
Alternative B was determined to be infeasible because it is unavailable for purchase or 
development. Alternative B meets criteria 2, 3, and 4 of the basic objectives of the project, and 
does not meet criterion 1. 
 
Alternative C 
 
Alternative C is located on a cul-de-sac on Singingwood Drive, which merges with Seco Canyon 
Road and would require the construction of a building of comparable size. Development of 
Alternative C would entail a construction scenario comparable to that of the project. The proposed 
use of the site as a fire station is inconsistent with the existing land use designation and zoning and 
would require a General Plan amendment. Therefore, this site is neither feasible nor available for 
construction of the project. Alternative C meets criterion 2 of the basic objectives of the project, 
and does not meet criteria 1, 3, and 4. 
 
Alternative D 
 
Alternative D is located on Moondust Court near Garnet Canyon Drive and would require the 
construction of a building of comparable size. Development of Alternative D would entail a 
construction scenario comparable to that of the project. This alternative is not available for 
construction of the proposed fire station due to the newly constructed single-family residence on 
the site. Alternative D meets criterion 2 of the basic objectives of the project, and does not meet 
criteria 1, 3, and 4.  
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Alternative E 
 
Alternative E is located on North Rock Canyon Drive near High Sierra Trail and would require the 
construction of a building of comparable size. Development of Alternative E would entail a 
construction scenario comparable to that of the project. This alternative is not available for 
construction of the project due to the residence on site. Alternative E meets criteria 3 and 4 of the 
basic objectives of the project, and does not meet criteria 1 and 2. 
 
Alternative F 
 
Alternative F is located on the Bud Court cul-de-sac near Alaminos Drive in a fully developed 
residential neighborhood. The parcel is currently occupied by a residential unit and is designated 
as RS (Residential Suburban) and zoned as RS (Residential Suburban) by the City of Santa Clarita 
General Plan and zoning ordinance. Therefore, the Alternative F site is not available for 
construction of the project. Alternative F meets none of the basic objectives of the project. 
 
Alternative G 
 
Alternative G is located along Garnet Canyon Drive and would require the construction of a 
building of comparable size. Development of Alternative G would entail a construction scenario 
comparable to that of the project. The Alternative G site is not available for construction of the 
proposed fire station due to the development of public parkland, which is protected by the Federal 
Parkland Protection Act. Alternative G meets criterion 2 of the basic objectives of the project, and 
does not meet criteria 1, 3, and 4. 
 
I.E.4 Mitigation Monitoring Program  
 
In accordance with Section 21081.6 (a) (1) of CEQA, the County of Los Angeles Board of 
Supervisors has prepared a Mitigation Monitoring Program for those measures required to mitigate 
or avoid significant effects on the environment. That Mitigation Monitoring Program has been 
presented to the County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors and has been required as a condition 
of approval for the project. 
 
I.E.5  Location and Custodian of Documents 
 
In accordance with Section 21081.6 (a) (2) of CEQA, the County of Los Angeles Board of 
Supervisors has specified the location and custodian of the documents and other materials that 
constitute the record of decision used in the decision-making process for the project.  
 
I.E.6  Independent Judgment 
 
In accordance with Section 21082.1 (c) (1), the County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors has 
independently reviewed and analyzed the information contained in the reports and environmental 
documents required by CEQA, has circulated draft documents that reflect its independent 
judgment, and finds that the Final Supplemental EIR reflects the independent judgment of the 
County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors. 
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The County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors has prepared a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations for the unmitigated impacts to one environmental issue that can not be reduced to 
below the threshold for significance: the noise impact during the operational phase of the project. 
 
This report constitutes the required findings and statement pursuant to Sections 15091 and 15093 
of the State CEQA Guidelines. 
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 SECTION II 
POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

THAT ARE NOT SIGNIFICANT  
 
There were 12 environmental issue areas that were determined to not have the potential for 
significant impacts as a result of the programmatic level of evaluation of the location of Fire Station 
108 at 28789 North Rock Canyon Drive in the unincorporated territory of Los Angeles County, 
which was included in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) of the Seco Canyon Development IV 
Project with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. 1 The Seco Canyon EIR was certified by the 
County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors in 1994. 
 
The Seco Canyon EIR determined that there are 12 environmental issue areas related to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) that are not expected to have significant impacts 
resulting from construction, operation and maintenance of the County of Los Angeles Fire Station 
108 (project). 
 

• Aesthetics  
• Agricultural resources  
• Biological resources 
• Cultural resources 
• Hazards and hazardous materials 
• Hydrology and water quality 
• Land use and planning 
• Mineral resources 
• Population and housing 
• Public services  
• Recreation 
• Utilities and service systems  

 
Therefore, these issue areas were not carried forward for detailed analysis in the Supplemental EIR 
for the project.  
 
II.A AESTHETICS 
 
Significant Impact: 
 

None 
 
Findings: 
 

The project is not expected to result in significant impacts to aesthetics. Therefore, no 
mitigation is required. 

 

                                                 
1 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. September 1993. Final Environmental Impact Report for the 
Mountain View Projects with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. Prepared by Sikand Engineering, Sherman Oaks, CA. 
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Facts: 
 

The above finding is made based on the analysis included in the Seco Canyon 
Development IV Project with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. There are no scenic 
vistas, scenic resources, or scenic highways affected by the project. The project would not 
degrade the visual character of the land or create a substantial source of nighttime lighting 
or daytime glare. 

 
II.B AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
Significant Impact: 
 

None 
 
Findings: 
 

The project is not expected to result in significant impacts to agricultural resources. 
Therefore, no mitigation is required. 

 
Facts: 
 

The above finding is made based on the analysis included in the Seco Canyon 
Development IV Project with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. There are no Prime 
Farmlands, Unique Farmlands, or Farmlands of Statewide Importance present within or 
nearby the project site. No Farmlands would be converted to nonagricultural use, and the 
project would not conflict with zoning for agriculture or any Williamson Act contracts. 

 
II.C BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
Significant Impact: 
 

None 
 
Findings: 
 

The project is not expected to result in significant impacts to biological resources. 
Therefore, no mitigation is required. 

 
Facts: 
 

The above finding is made based on the analysis in the Seco Canyon Development IV 
Project with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. Implementation of the project would not 
result in impacts to any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species; 
to riparian habitat or sensitive natural communities; to federally protected wetlands; to the 
movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or corridors; or that 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. The project would not conflict with any 
local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, or the provisions of an adopted 
Habitat Conservation Plan; Natural Community Conservation Plan; or other approved local, 
regional, or state Habitat Conservation Plan. 
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II.D CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
Significant Impact: 
 

None 
 
Findings: 
 

The project is not expected to result in significant impacts to cultural resources. Therefore, 
no mitigation is required. 

 
Facts: 
 
 The above finding is made based on the analysis in the Seco Canyon Development IV 

Project with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. The project would not cause impacts to 
historical resources, archaeological resources, unique paleontological resources, or a 
unique geological feature; or disturb any known human remains. 

 
II.E HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
 
Significant Impact: 
 

None 
 
Findings: 
 

The project is not expected to result in significant impacts to hazards and hazardous 
materials. Therefore, no mitigation is required. 

 
Facts: 
 

The above finding is made based on the analysis in Seco Canyon Development IV Project 
with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. The project would not create a significant hazard 
to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials. The project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the 
release of hazardous material. The project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of 
an existing or proposed school. The project would not be located on a site that is included 
on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to the Government Code Section 
65962.5 and, as a result, would create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment. The project would not be located within an airport land use plan or, where 
such a plan has not been adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project 
area. The project would not be located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, or result in a 
safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area. The project would not 
impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan 
or emergency evacuation plan. The project would not expose people or structures to a 
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significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands 
are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands. 
 

II.F HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
 
Significant Impact: 
 

None 
 
Findings: 
 

The project is not expected to result in significant impacts to hydrology and water quality. 
Therefore, no mitigation is required. 

 
Facts: 
 

The above finding is made based on the analysis in the Seco Canyon Development IV 
Project with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. The project would not violate any water 
quality standards or waste discharge requirements. The project would not substantially 
deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that 
there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table 
level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level that 
would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been 
granted). The project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site 
or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that 
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off site or in flooding on site or off site. 
The project would not create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources 
of polluted runoff. The project would not otherwise substantially degrade water quality. 
The project would not place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a 
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard 
delineation map. The project would not place within a 100-year flood hazard area 
structures that would impede or redirect flood flows. The project would not expose people 
or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding as a result of the 
failure of a levee or dam. The project would not cause inundation by seiche, tsunami, or 
mudflow. 

 
II.G LAND USE AND PLANNING 
 
Significant Impact: 
 

None 
 
Findings: 
 

The project is not expected to result in significant impacts to land use and planning. 
Therefore, no mitigation is required. 

 

County of Los Angeles Fire Station 108 Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations 
April 2007 Sapphos Environmental, Inc. 
W:\PROJECTS\1204\1204-011\Documents\FOF SOC\Section 02 (II) Not Significant.doc Page II-4 



 

Facts: 
 

The above finding is made based on the analysis in the Seco Canyon Development IV 
Project with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. Implementation of the project would not 
physically divide an established community as the project is completely within the 
jurisdiction of the County of Los Angeles and will function properly as designated in its 
General Plan Land Use element. Construction and demolition would solely involve 
developed parcels already owned or leased by the County of Los Angeles Fire Protection 
District. The project is not located within the California Coastal Commission Coastal Zone; 
therefore, it does not fall under its jurisdiction. The project area is entirely urbanized and is 
not located in an area proposed or adopted by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services or the 
California Department of Fish and Game, as a designated critical habitat for an endangered 
species, a Habitat Conservation Plan, or Natural Community Conservation Plan. The 
project area does not contain endangered or threatened species or sensitive or rare habitats. 

 
II.H MINERAL RESOURCES 
 
Significant Impact: 
 

None 
 
Findings: 
 

The project is not expected to result in significant impacts to mineral resources. Therefore, 
no mitigation is required. 

 
Facts: 
 

The above finding is made based on the analysis in the Seco Canyon Development IV 
Project with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. There are no mineral resource areas of 
value to the region or to the residents of the state within the project area. 
 

II.I POPULATION AND HOUSING 
 
Significant Impact: 
 

None 
 
Findings: 
 

The project is not expected to result in significant impacts to population and housing. 
Therefore, no mitigation is required. 

 
Facts: 
 

The above finding is made based on the analysis in the Seco Canyon Development IV 
Project with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. The project would not result in direct or 
indirect population growth. The project does not propose the development of new homes 
or businesses. All support services provided in the project would be consistent with existing 
plans and policies of the County. 
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The project includes demolition and conversion of one existing non-residential structure.  
 

II.J PUBLIC SERVICES 
 
Significant Impact: 
 

None 
 
Findings: 
 

The project is not expected to result in significant impacts to public services. Therefore, no 
mitigation is required. 

 
Facts: 
 

The above finding is made based on the analysis in the Seco Canyon Development IV 
Project with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. The project is not expected to result in 
substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities. Implementation of the project would maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times, and other performance objectives for the public services of 
fire protection, police protection, schools, parks, and other public facilities. 

 
II.K RECREATION 
 
Significant Impact: 
 

None 
 
Findings: 
 

The project is not expected to result in significant impacts to recreation. Therefore, no 
mitigation is required. 

 
Facts: 
 

The above finding is made based on the analysis in the Seco Canyon Development IV 
Project with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. The project would maintain congruent 
functions consistent with the existing conditions, services, and landscape plan. The project 
would not increase the use of existing neighborhood or regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated. The project would not result in adverse physical effects on existing recreation 
resources due to the construction or expansion of new facilities. 
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II.L UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
 
Significant Impact: 
 

None 
 
Findings: 
 

The project is not expected to result in significant impacts to utilities and service systems. 
Therefore, no mitigation is required. 

 
Facts: 
 

The above finding is made based on the analysis in the Seco Canyon Development IV 
Project with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. The project would not exceed wastewater 
treatment requirements of the applicable regional water quality control board. The project 
would not require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, which would cause significant environmental 
effects. The project would not require or result in the construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, which could cause significant 
environmental impacts. The project would have sufficient water supplies available to serve 
the project from existing entitlements and resources. The project has adequate capacity to 
serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments. 
The project would be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to 
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs. The project will comply with 
federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. 
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 SECTION III 
POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS THAT CAN 

BE MITIGATED TO A LEVEL OF INSIGNIFICANCE 
 
The analysis undertaken in support of the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
determined that the impacts to three (3) of the four (4) environmental issue areas associated with 
the County of Los Angeles Fire Station 108 (project) are expected to be subject to significant 
impacts as result of the project, but will be reduced to a level of insignificance with the 
incorporation of the specified mitigation measures. The three (3) environmental issues that can be 
mitigated to below the threshold for significance with the incorporation of mitigation measures are 
air quality, geology and soils, and transportation and traffic.  
 
III.A AIR QUALITY 
 
Significant Impact: 
 

It was determined that potential short-term significant impacts to air quality will occur 
during the construction phase of the project. 

 
Finding:   
 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid or 
reduce to below the level of significance the impacts to air quality that will occur during 
the construction phase of the project.  

 
Facts: 
 

A finding of consistency with Rule 403 during construction requires the application of eight 
measures specified in the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) CEQA 
Air Quality Handbook. In accordance with California Law, the project will comply with the 
California Air Resources Board (CARB) standards and regulations, including the new 
Reduced Emission Standards for 2007 and Subsequent Model Year Heavy-Duty Diesel 
Engines, and the California Diesel Fuel Regulations, which covers low-sulfur diesel fuel 
requirements. Implementation of mitigation measures Air-1 through Air-8 described in 
Section 3.1 of the Supplemental EIR will eliminate or substantially lessen impacts to air 
quality to below the level of significance.  
 
Measure Air-1 
In order to mitigate the air quality impact caused by grading, the County of Los Angeles 
shall require wetting of soils at least two times per day for all grading activities undertaken 
to implement the specified project components that would be expected to affect areas of 
greater than 1 acre in size as a means of reducing PM10 emissions to the maximum extent 
practicable. Prior to advertising for construction bids, the County of Los Angeles shall 
ensure that the plans and specifications include the requirement for the construction 
contractor to ensure that wetting of soils is done on a daily basis. The construction 
contractor shall demonstrate compliance with this measure through the submission of 
monthly monitoring reports to the lead agency or designee. 
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Measure Air-2 
In order to mitigate the air quality impact caused by fugitive dust, the County of Los 
Angeles shall require construction contractors to wash equipment that will travel on public 
roads prior to leaving construction sites where equipment has been exposed to mud as a 
means of reducing PM10 emissions to the maximum extent possible. Prior to advertising for 
construction bids, the County of Los Angeles shall ensure that the plans and specifications 
include the requirement for the construction contractor to ensure that mud-covered tires 
and undercarriages of trucks are washed prior to leaving construction sites. The 
construction contractor shall demonstrate compliance with this measure through the 
submission of monthly monitoring reports to the lead agency or designee. 
 
Measure Air-3 
In order to mitigate the air quality impact caused by fugitive dust, the County of Los 
Angeles shall require construction contractors to maintain adjacent public roads free of 
mud and debris from the construction site on a daily basis, as a means of reducing PM10 
emissions to the maximum extent practicable. Prior to advertising for construction bids, the 
County of Los Angeles shall ensure that the plans and specifications include the 
requirement for the construction contractor to provide for street sweeping, as needed, on 
adjacent roadways to remove dirt dropped by construction vehicles or mud that would 
otherwise be carried off by trucks departing project sites. The construction contractor shall 
demonstrate compliance with this measure through the submission of monthly monitoring 
reports to the lead agency or designee. 
 
Measure Air-4 
In order to mitigate the air quality impact caused by fugitive dust, the County of Los 
Angeles shall require that construction contractors cover all trucks hauling dirt on public 
roads as a means of reducing PM10 emissions to the maximum extent practicable. Prior to 
advertising for construction bids, the County of Los Angeles shall ensure that the plans and 
specifications include the requirement for the construction contractor to ensure that loads 
of dirt are securely covered with a tight-fitting tarp on any truck leaving or entering the 
construction sites to bring fill dirt to the site or to dispose of excavated soil. The 
construction contractor shall demonstrate compliance with this measure through the 
submission of monthly monitoring reports to the lead agency or designee. 
 
Measure Air-5  
In order to mitigate the air quality impact caused by fugitive dust, the County of Los 
Angeles shall require that grading activities cease during periods when winds exceed 25 
miles per hour as a means of reducing PM10 emissions to the maximum extent practicable. 
All dirt stockpiles shall be covered with tarps to avoid any fugitive dust. Prior to advertising 
for construction bids, the County of Los Angeles shall ensure that the plans and 
specifications include the requirement for the construction contractor to ensure that grading 
is ceased during periods when winds exceed 25 miles per hour. The construction 
contractor shall demonstrate compliance with this measure through the submission of 
monthly monitoring reports to the lead agency or designee. 
 
Measure Air-6 
In order to mitigate the air quality impact caused by construction equipment, the County of 
Los Angeles shall require of the construction contractor that all construction equipment not 
expected to be used for a period in excess of 5 minutes be turned off as a means of 
reducing NOx emissions to the maximum extent practicable. Prior to advertising for 
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construction bids, the County of Los Angeles shall ensure that the plans and specifications 
require the construction contractor to shut off engines when not in use. Specifications shall 
require the construction contractor to certify monthly to the lead agency or designee that 
construction equipment is being maintained in peak operating condition. 
 
Measure Air-7 
In order to mitigate the air quality impact caused by construction equipment, where 
feasible, the County shall require of the construction contractor that all construction 
equipment use particulate filters on all off-road diesel equipment where feasible. The 
contractor should also install diesel-cooled exhaust gas re-circulation (EGR) devices on all 
off-road diesel equipment where feasible. 
 
Measure Air-8 
In order to mitigate the air quality impacts related to particulate emissions caused by diesel 
equipment and diesel trucks, construction workers shall be advised to wear masks when 
working near diesel equipment or diesel trucks. All diesel equipment shall be fitted with 
particulate filters or traps to protect both workers and sensitive receptors where feasible. 

 
III.B GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
 
Significant Impact: 
 

The analysis in the Supplemental EIR concluded that neither the construction nor 
operational phases of the project will significantly impact the environment related to 
geology and soils. However, mitigation measures were recommended for this issue area in 
order to comply with other mandatory codes and regulations, such as meeting universal 
building code standards. 
 

Finding:   
    

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid or 
reduce to below the level of significance impacts on the environment related to geology 
and soils. 

 
Facts: 
 

Exposure of people or property to potentially adverse effects, including the risk of loss or 
injury, involving seismic ground shaking from the operation of the project shall be 
minimized through conformance with the California Geological Survey Guidelines for 
Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic Hazards in California and all applicable City of Santa 
Clarita codes and regulations related to seismic activity. The County of Los Angeles Fire 
Department shall ensure that the site-specific geotechnical investigations for the project are 
incorporated into project plans and specifications. Implementation and compliance with 
the suggested geotechnical recommendations and adherence to the standards of the 
Uniform Building Code (UBC), specified in the project description, are expected to reduce 
impacts associated with seismic hazards to the maximum extent practicable and potential 
impacts related to geology and soils to below the level of significance. 
Therefore, no mitigation is required. The ability to avoid the exposure of people and 
property to significant adverse impacts related to geology and soils is conditioned on 
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project design and development consistent with the measures and recommendations 
contained in the site-specific geotechnical reports: 
 

• Diaz-Yourman & Associates. 21 January 2005. Geotechnical Investigation 
for Fire Station 108 County of Los Angeles Fire Department Santa Clarita, 
California. Santa Ana, CA. 

 
• Wilson Geosciences, Inc. March 2005. Technical Background Report, 

Geologic/Seismic Site Evaluation for the Los Angeles County Fire 
Department Proposed Fire Station No. 108 Project, City of Santa Clarita, 
Los Angeles County, California. Altadena, CA. 

 
• Pacific Soils Engineering, Inc. 9 August 2000. Final Rough Grade 

Geotechnical Report, Pacific Crest (Seco IV) Project, Lot 24, Tract No. 
46909-08, Proposed Fire Station Site, Seco Canyon Area, County of Los 
Angeles, CA. Cypress, CA. 

 
In addition, the County of Los Angeles shall adhere to standard building practices to ensure 
that no significant impacts related to geology and soils may be encountered. 
 

III.C TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC  
 
 Significant Impact: 
 

Implementation of the project will not result in significant impacts to traffic and 
transportation.  

 
 Finding:   
 

No changes or alterations are required in, or incorporated into, the project in order to 
mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment related to transportation and 
traffic. 
 
Facts: 
 
Implementation of the project will not result in significant impacts to transportation and 
traffic that will need to be reduced to below the level of significance. Operation of 
emergency vehicles serving the area surrounding the Fire Station 108 will not be expected 
to significantly conflict with pedestrian and property safety with adherence to the outlined 
mitigation measures, specifically the Basic Speed Law outlined in the California Vehicle 
Code. The project shall implement mitigation measures 1 to 4 below to ensure the safety of 
pedestrians, motorists, and fire station personnel. 
 
Measure Traffic-1 
The County of Los Angeles Fire Department shall comply with the County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department Vehicle Operations, Emergency Vehicle Response Policies to minimize 
any traffic and pedestrian hazards. 
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Measure Traffic-2 
All authorized emergency vehicles shall be operated at all times in accordance with the 
“Basic Speed Law” as defined by California Vehicle Code (CVC22350). 
 
The Basic Speed Law CVC22350 states that “No person shall drive a vehicle upon a 
highway (road) at a speed greater than is reasonable or prudent having due regard for 
weather, visibility, the traffic on, and the surface and width of, the highway, and in no 
event at a speed which endangers the safety of persons or property.” 
 
Measure Traffic-3 
Drivers of emergency vehicles shall visually account for all traffic before entering 
intersections, even with a green light or right-of-way. 
 
Measure Traffic-4 
While entering an intersection with yielding cross traffic, emergency vehicle operators shall 
consider every open lane (right or left turn lane, open space by the curb) a potential hazard. 
All emergency vehicles shall approach slowly and not proceed until safe. 
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 SECTION IV 
SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS THAT CANNOT BE 

MITIGATED TO A LEVEL OF INSIGNIFICANCE 
 

The County of Los Angeles Consolidated Fire Protection District (Fire Protection District) has 
determined that, although the mitigation measures would substantially reduce the level of impacts 
to noise resulting from the project, there remains a significant unavoidable impact resulting from 
use of emergency vehicle sirens during the operational phase of the proposed project. 
Consequently, in accordance with Section 15093 of the State of California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Guidelines, a Statement of Overriding Considerations has been prepared (see Section 
IX of this document) to substantiate the decision of the County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors, 
related to the protection of public health and safety, to accept these unavoidable adverse 
environmental effects on the grounds that they are outweighed by the benefits afforded by the 
project. 
  
IV.A Noise  
 
Significant Impact:  

 
It was determined that potential short-term significant noise impacts will occur during the 
construction phase of the project, and that there will be one unmitigated noise impact due 
to the use of emergency vehicle sirens during the operational phase of the project. 
 

Finding:   
 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project, which 
mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment related to noise. 
 

Facts: 
 
Implementation of mitigation measures Noise-1 and Noise-2 would reduce impacts on 
ambient noise levels from construction to below the level of significance. Implementation 
of mitigation measures Noise-3 and Noise-4 would reduce the significant impacts on 
ambient noise levels from operation to the maximum extent practicable. Fire Station 108 is 
expected to make an average of 2.5 emergency response calls per day. Sirens will be used 
as necessary to warn pedestrians and motorists. When used, adjacent residences may 
experience noise levels in excess of 45 dBA (ambient noise level) for up to 15 seconds. 
Such conditions are an unavoidable adverse impact of emergency response.  
 
Measure Noise-1  
During the construction phase, the County of Los Angeles shall ensure that all construction 
performed by contractors is in accordance with the County of Los Angeles Noise 
Ordinance, which restricts grading and construction activities to daily operation between 
7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, and 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays. 
There shall be no work on Sundays or federal holidays. Compliance with the specified 
measures shall be documented by weekly monitoring during construction and submittal of 
weekly monitoring reports. 
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Measure Noise-2  
During the construction phase, the County of Los Angeles shall ensure that contractors 
comply with the County of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance, including if necessary, the 
adjustment of construction schedules and the use of muffled equipment and/or equipment 
designed to maintain reduced noise levels. Compliance with the specified measures shall 
be documented by weekly monitoring during construction and submittal of weekly 
monitoring reports. 
 
Measure Noise-3  
During the operational phase, the County of Los Angeles shall require the County of Los 
Angeles Fire Department to utilize traffic warning signs that would advise motorists of the 
station's location. The language and locations for the signs shall be reviewed and approved 
by the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works as a component of the plans and 
specifications. The signs shall allow emergency vehicles to exit the fire station without 
having to use their sirens unless necessary for public safety. 
 
Measure Noise-4  
During the operational phase, the County of Los Angeles Fire Department shall use 
discretion when activating the siren when responding to calls within the community 
surrounding Fire Station 108. The County of Los Angeles Fire Department shall use the 
siren as required by Department policy at all controlled intersections. 
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 SECTION V 

FINDINGS REGARDING ALTERNATIVES 
 

Alternatives to the County of Los Angeles Fire Station 108 (project) described in the Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) were considered. A total of eight alternatives were considered 
by the County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors during their consideration of certification of the 
Supplemental EIR: the No Project Alternative, as required by the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA), and seven alternative locations. As a result of that analysis, it was determined that 
there was not a feasible alternative that is capable of meeting most of the basic objectives of the 
project and that would avoid or substantially reduce the severity of the significant impacts that 
would be expected as a result of the proposed project.  
 
Alternatives addressed in the Supplemental EIR were derived from work undertaken by the County, 
as well as from comments that were received in response to the Notice of Preparation of the 
Supplemental EIR and the comments provided by interested parties who attended the public 
scoping meeting. In order to determine the viability of each project alternative with regard to 
response times and noise impacts, 20 random potential call locations were identified within the 
County of Los Angeles Fire Department’s (Fire Protection District) 5-minute response time crawl 
maps area for each alternative using geographic information system (GIS) data (Table V-1, Fire 
Station 108 Alternatives Analysis). These random points were used by the Fire Protection District 
to determine average call response times to each random call location. This method was used to 
determine call response times for the proposed project and the eight alternatives, including the No 
Project Alternative. Each of the eight alternatives would result in significant impacts to noise as a 
result of fire engine sirens responding to emergency calls. Calculations on the number of 
residences impacted by noise generated as a result of emergency response sirens were also 
analyzed for each alternative. 
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TABLE V-1 
FIRE STATION 108 ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

 

Random 
Call ID 
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1 3.51 12.08 4.75 3.78 4.30 0.60 2.71 9.34 0.68 
2 3.49 9.28 4.72 3.76 2.36 3.55 2.68 9.32 2.28 
3 1.59 10.60 3.27 2.31 3.24 2.52 0.79 7.42 1.25 
4 4.71 7.96 3.95 3.83 3.00 5.10 3.90 8.82 3.82 
5 3.21 9.11 1.65 0.69 4.42 3.70 2.41 7.12 2.42 
6 1.82 10.65 3.35 3.71 6.65 5.93 3.23 5.53 4.65 
7 5.18 7.27 2.56 2.92 3.93 5.65 4.38 7.43 4.37 
8 4.51 8.41 2.52 2.12 5.61 5.00 3.71 7.39 3.72 
9 4.57 8.72 0.35 0.85 5.88 5.16 3.87 6.29 3.88 

10 5.93 6.36 2.78 3.14 6.53 6.71 5.42 7.65 5.44 
11 4.33 9.64 2.34 2.70 7.06 6.52 5.23 6.05 5.25 
12 8.19 6.15 4.97 5.32 8.36 8.90 7.61 8.48 7.62 
13 0.27 11.94 4.98 4.17 5.11 4.38 1.68 5.90 3.11 
14 3.01 10.74 4.43 4.78 7.85 7.12 4.43 4.43 5.85 
15 4.20 11.31 5.00 5.36 9.03 8.30 5.61 3.20 7.03 
16 6.03 12.13 6.83 7.19 10.86 10.14 7.44 0.19 8.86 
17 3.24 9.40 3.66 4.02 8.07 7.35 4.65 4.31 6.07 
18 6.13 11.09 6.94 7.30 10.97 10.24 7.55 2.14 8.97 
19 5.71 7.19 4.48 4.83 9.20 8.66 7.12 6.00 7.39 
20 7.39 8.64 7.19 7.54 11.91 11.37 8.81 4.21 10.09 

Average 
Response 
Time 
(minutes) 4.4 9.1 4.0 4.0 6.7 6.4 4.7 6.1 5.1 

 
Average 
Distance 
Traveled 
per 
Call 
(miles) 1.4 2.9 1.2 1.4 2.0 2.2 1.5 1.8 1.8 
Average 
Number 
of Homes 
Passed per 
Call 
(50-foot 
Buffer 183 401 165 177 487 296 192 279 211 

 SOURCE: County of Los Angeles Fire Protection District and Sapphos Environmental, Inc. 
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• No Project Alternative: The No Project Alternative was analyzed, as required by 

CEQA. The No Project Alternative consists of the continued use of County of Los 
Angeles Fire Station 111, located at 26829 Seco Canyon Road as the primary 
responder to the service area. Fire Station 111 is approximately 1.6 miles south of 
the service area via roadway and 1 mile south as the crow flies. Fire Station 111 is 
located on site with the appropriate land use designation and zoning. The 
approximately 0.3-acre site contains a fire station, garage, and parking area. The No 
Project Alternative is incapable of meeting all of the four project objectives. In this 
alternative, the average distance traveled to calls in the service area for Fire Station 
108 would be 2.9 miles per call, with an average response time of 9.1 minutes per 
call, and an average of 401 homes passed per call.  

 
• Alternative A: Alternative A is located on Milestone Street near Incline Lane and 

would entail the same building size and construction scenario as the project. The 
approximately 4.89-acre site is located at the end of a cul-de-sac on Assessor’s 
Parcel Numbers (APN) 3244-148-068 and 3244-148-067. Ingress/egress from this 
location is limited due to the cul-de-sac. The Alternative A property is designated as 
Urban (U1) in the County of Los Angeles General Plan and has a zoning 
designation of Residential Planned Development (RPD-1-3.OU). Development of 
the Alternative A site would be inconsistent with the land use designation and 
zoning. Alternative A meets three of the four project objectives. Existing Fire Station 
111 is located 2.63 miles from Alternative A.  In this alternative, the average 
distance traveled to calls in the service area for Fire Station 108 would be 1.2 miles 
per call, with an average response time of 4.0 minutes per call, and an average of 
165 homes passed per call. This alternative would require acquisition of a privately 
held property at an estimated cost of $2 million.  

 
• Alternative B: Alternative B is located on Incline Lane near Superior Court and 

would entail the same building size and construction scenario as the project. The 
approximately 2.67-acre site (APN 3244-171-023) is owned by Davidon Homes. 
During a public hearing held on January 26, 2005, the County of Los Angeles 
Regional Planning Commission denied Davidon Homes the right to develop six 
single-family homes. The Commission voted to keep the tract as Open Space (OS) 
and is scheduled for future development as a public park. The Alternative B 
property is designated as Urban (U1) and Hillside Management (HM) with a 
Residential Planned Development-5,000 square feet-4 units (RPD-5000-4U) zoning 
designation. The proposed use of the site as a fire station is inconsistent with the 
existing land use designation and zoning and would require a General Plan 
amendment. Therefore, Alternative B was determined to be unacceptable because it 
is unavailable for purchase or development. Alternative B meets three of the four 
project objectives. In this alternative, the average distance traveled to calls in the 
service area for Fire Station 108 would be 1.4 miles per call, with an average 
response time of 4.0 minutes per call, and an average of 177 homes passed per call. 
This alternative was determined to be infeasible as the property is designated for 
park development.  

 
• Alternative C: Alternative C is located on a cul-de-sac on Singingwood Drive, 

which merges with Seco Canyon Road and would entail the same building size and 
construction scenario as the project. The approximately 10.33-acre site (APN 3244-
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031-016) was annexed to the Consolidated Sewer Maintenance District of Santa 
Clarita for the installation of a sewer and flood drainage system. The site is currently 
in the beginning stages of constructing the drainage systems. The Alternative C 
property is designated as Floodway/floodplain (W) with a Heavy Agriculture (A-2-2) 
zoning designation. The proposed use of the site as a fire station is inconsistent with 
the existing land use designation and zoning and would require a General Plan 
amendment. Therefore, this site is neither feasible nor available for construction of 
the project. Alternative C meets one of four project objectives. 

 
• Alternative D: Alternative D is located on Moondust Court near Garnet Canyon 

Drive and would entail the same building size and construction scenario as the 
project. The approximately 66.28-acre site (APN 3244-031-058) contains a newly 
constructed single-family residence and is also designated as a Hillside 
Management (HM) Open Space (OS) area and is zoned as Residential Planned 
Development-5,000 square feet-4 units (RPD-5000-4U). This alternative is not 
available for construction of the project due to the newly constructed single-family 
residence on the site. Alternative D meets one of the four project objectives. 

 
• Alternative E: Alternative E is located on North Rock Canyon Drive near High 

Sierra Trail and would entail the same building size and construction scenario as 
the project. The approximately 0.21-acre site (APN 3244-129-004) is currently 
occupied by a recently constructed single-family residence. Therefore, this site is 
not available for development of the project. The Alternative E property is 
designated as Urban (U1) and is zoned as Residential Planned Development-5,000 
square feet-3.5 units (RPD-5000-3.5U). This alternative is not available for 
construction of the project due to the residence on-site. Alternative E meets two of 
the four project objectives. 

 
• Alternative F: Alternative F is located on the Bud Court cul-de-sac near Alaminos 

Drive in a fully developed residential neighborhood. The approximately 0.24-acre 
parcel (APN 2812-021-011) would entail the same building size and construction 
scenario as the project. The parcel is currently occupied by a residential unit and is 
designated as RS (Residential Suburban) and zoned as RS (Residential Suburban) by 
the City of Santa Clarita General Plan and zoning ordinance. Therefore, the 
Alternative F site is not available for construction of the proposed fire station. 
Alternative F meets none of the four project objectives. 

 
• Alternative G: Alternative G is located along Garnet Canyon Drive and would 

entail the same building size and construction scenario as the project. The 3.36-
acre site (APN 3244-127-902) is owned by the County of Los Angeles Department 
of Parks and Recreation (LADPR) and is set aside to be a public park. The 
Alternative G property is designated as Open Space Parks (O-P) in the Residential 
Planned Development - 5,000 square feet - 3.5 units (RPD-5000-3.5U) zoning 
designation. Therefore, the Alternative G site is not available for construction of the 
project due to the development of public parkland, which is protected by the 
Federal Parkland Protection Act. Alternative G meets one of the four project 
objectives. 

 
The ability of each of the alternatives to achieve the basic objectives of the project has been 
evaluated in relation to the statement of objectives described in Section 2, Project Description, of 
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this Supplemental EIR. A summary of the ability of the alternatives to meet the Fire Protection 
District project objectives is presented in Table V-2, Summary of Project and Alternatives’ Ability 
to Attain Project Objectives. Although the No Project Alternative is not capable of meeting all of 
the basic objectives of the project, it has been analyzed, as required by the State CEQA Guidelines. 
 

TABLE V-2 
SUMMARY OF PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES’ ABILITY 

TO ATTAIN PROJECT OBJECTIVES 
 

Alternatives Objectives 

Project No Project A B C D E F G 
1. Mission Statement and Vision Yes No No No No No No No No 
2. Core Values Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes 
3. Emergency Response Yes No Yes Yes No No Yes No No 
4. Implementation of Strategic 
Plan Goals 

Yes No Yes Yes No No Yes No No 

 
A summary of the feasibility of the alternatives is presented in Table V-3, Alternative Feasibility 
Analysis.  
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Consolidated Fire Protection District Headquarters Complex Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations 

TABLE V-3 
ALTERNATIVE FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS 

 
Project and 
Alternatives 

Availability Size 
(acres) 

General Plan1 
Designation* 

Zoning 
Designation2**

Feasibility 
 

Project unty of 1.42  U1  RPD-5000-3.5U Yes Owned by Co
Los Angeles 

No Project 
Alternative 

unty of 
Los Angeles 

0.3 
Santa Clarita)3

 of Santa 
Clarita)4

Yes 

(FS 111) 

Owned by Co RS (City of CC (City

Alternative A 
lion) 

4.89  U1 RPD-1-3.0U Yes Available for 
purchase ($2 mil

Alternative B 
 (scheduled 

) 

2.67  U1 and HM  RPD-5000-4U No Unavailable for 
purchase
for park 
development

Alternative C 

 
-

ge 
) 

10.33  W A-2-2 No Unavailable 
(annexed to 
Consolidated Sewer 
Maintenance District
of Santa Clarita mid
construction for a 
sewer and draina
control system

Alternative D 
 a newly 

it) 

66.28  HM RPD-5000-3.5U No Unavailable 
(occupied by
constructed 
residential un

Alternative E 

it) 

0.21  U1 RPD-5000-3.5U No Unavailable 
(occupied by a 
residential un

Alternative F 
l 

g residential 
units) 

0.24  
Santa Clarita)5

f Santa 
Clarita)6

No Unavailable 
(occupied by severa
existin

RS (City of RS (City o

                                                 
1 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. 1992. General Plan: Land Use and Housing Element. Los 
Angeles, CA. Confirmed through Interactive GIS Maps (GIS NET). 9 November 2006. Available at: 
http://regionalgis.co.la.ca.us/imf/sites/GISNET_pub/jsp/launch.jsp. 
2 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. 26 September 2006. County of Los Angeles Zoning 
Ordinance. Los Angeles, CA. Confirmed through Interactive GIS Maps (GIS NET). 9 November 2006. Available at: 
http://regionalgis.co.la.ca.us/imf/sites/GISNET_pub/jsp/launch.jsp. 
3 City of Santa Clarita Planning Department. August 2006. Zoning Map. Santa Clarita, CA. Available at: http://www.santa-
clarita.com/cityhall/admin/technology/gis/maps_av_pics/zoning.pdf. 
4 City of Santa Clarita Planning Department. August 2006. Zoning Map. Santa Clarita, CA. Available at: http://www.santa-
clarita.com/cityhall/admin/technology/gis/maps_av_pics/zoning.pdf. 
5 City of Santa Clarita Planning Division. May 2005. City of Santa Clarita General Plan Land Use Policy Map. Santa 
Clarita, CA. Available at: http://www.santa-clarita.com/cityhall/admin/technology/gis. 
6 City of Santa Clarita Planning Department. August 2006. Zoning Map. Santa Clarita, CA. Available at: http://www.santa-
clarita.com/cityhall/admin/technology/gis/maps_av_pics/zoning.pdf. 
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Project and 
Alternatives 

Availability Size 
(acres) 

General Plan1 
Designation* 

Zoning 
Designation2** 

Feasibility 

Alternative G Unavailable (owned 
by County of Los 
Angeles Department 
of Parks and 
Recreation and 
scheduled for public 
park development) 

3.36  O-P RPD-5000-3.5U No 

NOTES: *Land Use Policy Codes 
HM – Hillside Management 
O-P – Open Space Parks 
RS – Residential Suburban (City of Santa Clarita) 
U1 – Urban (1.1 to 3.3 du/ac) 
W – Floodway/floodplain 
**Zoning Codes 
A-2 – Heavy Agriculture 
RPD – Residential Planned Development - square feet - number of units 
RS – Residential Suburban (City of Santa Clarita) 

 
An impacts analysis comparing each of the alternatives was evaluated in the Supplemental EIR and 
is summarized in Table V-4, Comparative Analysis of Impacts for Project and Alternatives. Due to 
the same project description and similar location vicinity, the majority of alternatives will have 
similar impacts to those of the project.  
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COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF IMPACTS FOR PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES
 

 
TABLE V-4 

 

Air Quality  Geology and Soils  Noise  Transportation and 
Traffic 

No Project Alternative 
The No Project Alternativ
avoids potential short-ter
construction-related 
significant impacts to air 
quality. The No Project 
Alternative would not 
require any grading or t
use of construction 
equipment. Therefore, 
No Project Alternative 
would not require 
implementation of air 
quality mitigation 
measures required for the 
project. However, 
response times to the 
service area for Fire Station 
111 would be over twice 
the response time from 
proposed service area, thu
resulting in approximately
two times the levels of 
vehicular emissions, 
particularly PM
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the 
s 
 

ts 

rnative would 
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Comparative Impacts: 
Negative impact 

 

 

 
0 percent (2.9 

he 

Comparative Impacts: 
Negative impact 
 

10. Rather 
than avoiding the long-
term operational impac
to air quality, the No 
Project Alte
substantially increase 
emissions of criteria 
pollutants. 
 
Comparative Im
Neutral Impact 
 

The No Project Alterna
avoids potential impact
geology and soils that 
could result from the 
implementation of the 
project. Section 3.2, 
Geology and Soils, of this 
Supplemental EIR provides
mitigation for short- and 
long-term construction a
operation impacts that 
would occur as a result o
the project. Unlike the 
project, this alternativ
would entail no gradin
(excavation and fill), or 
construction of new 
structures, and 
implementation of the 
mitigation measures 
specified for the projec
would not be required.  
 

Through continued 
reliance on Fire Station 
111, the No Project 
Alternative avoids short-
term impacts to ambient 
noise conditions related t
construction of Fire Station
108. However, the number
of residents exposed to 
excessive noise levels in 
the No Project Alternative 
is approximately 16 
percent higher than that 
associated with the proj
The substantially increased
exposure levels to noise is 
related to the fact that 
response distances and 
times are 148 percent the
distance from Fire Station 
111 as they would be from 
the project site. The No 
Project Alternative is 
incapable of avoiding the 
significant adverse impacts 
on ambient noise leve
from operation of t
project and actually res
in substantially more 
adverse impacts.  

For the No Project 
Alternative, the average 
distance traveled per 
response call is 2.9 miles 
each way, over twice the 
distance required from the 
project site. The No Project 
Alternative contributes 
trips to twice as many road 
links and intersections due 
to the distances required to
be traveled to reach the 
service area, in addition to 
the travel distance to the 
response location. The No
Project Alternative 
increases the total distance 
traveled per trip by more
than 10
miles each way) above t
project (1.4 miles each 
way).  
 

Alternative A 
Alternative A would 
require implementation of 

r-1 
 

pacts: 
eutral impact plus 
itigation measures Air-1 
rough Air-8 

 
 
 

ve 

rd 
practices. 

sult 
 

 
e-1 and 

 impacts 

 result 

e 

ld be 
cant 

 
d 

rotection District 

mitigation measures Ai
through Air-8 to reduce
PM10 emissions.  
 
Comparative Im
N
m
th

Alternative A would 
require a California 
Geological Survey “Note 
48” Site investigation for 
essential use facilities.   
 
Impacts related to geology 
and soils from Alternati
A would be avoided 
through the incorporation 
of the geotechnical 
recommendations and 
adherence to all standa
building 

Alternative A would re
in noise impacts during the
construction phase, 
requiring mitigation
measures Nois
Noise-2 to reduce
below the level of 
significance.  
 
The operation of 
Alternative A would
in significant noise levels 
from sirens. Alternative A 
would require th

As with the project, 
although there wou
no anticipated signifi
impacts to traffic and 
circulation, the 
implementation of 
mitigation measures 
Traffic-1 through Traffic-4
would be required to avoi
conflicts between 
emergency response 
vehicles and pedestrians, 
motorists, and Fire 
P
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Air Quality  Geology and Soils  Noise  Transportation and 
Traffic 
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Neutral 
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Neutral plus mitigation 

ersonnel to the maximum 

Comparative Impacts: 
Neutral plus mitigation 
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mitigation measures No
3 and Noise-4.  
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measures Noise-1 through 
Noise-4 
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extent practicable.  
 
 
 

measures Traffic-1 th
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quire implementation of 
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mitigation measures Air
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PM10 emissions.  
 
C

Alternative B would 
re
Geological Survey “Note 
48” Site investigation for 
essential use facilities
 
Impacts related to ge
and soils from Alternati
B would be avoided 
through the incorpo
o
recommendations and 
adherenc
b

Alternative B would res
in noise impacts during the 
construction phase,
requiring mitig
m
Noise-2 to reduce
below the level of 
significance.  
 
The operation of 
Alternative B would
in significant noise levels 
from sirens. Alternative B 
w
implementation of 
mitigation measures Noi
3 and Noise-4.  
 

Neutral plus mitigation 
measures Noise-1 through 
Noise-4 

As with the proje
although there wou
no anticipated signific
impacts to traffic and 
circulation, the 
implementation of 
mitigation measures 
Traffic-1 through Traffic-4 
would be required t
conflicts between 
emergency response 
vehicles and pedestr
m
Protection District 
personnel to the maximu
extent practicable.  
 
C

measures Traffic-1 th
Traffic-4 
 

Alternative C 
Alternative C would 

quire implementation of 
-1 

ce 

omparative Impacts: 
Neutral impact plus 
mitigation measures Air-1 
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quire a California 
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PM10 emissions.  
 
C

Alternative C would 
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Geological Survey “Note 
48” Site investigation for 
essential use facilities
 
Impacts related to ge
and soils from Alternati
C would be avoided 
through the incorpo
o
recommendations and 
adherenc
b

Alternative C would res
in noise impacts during the 
construction phase,
requiring mitig
m
Noise-2 to reduce
below the level of 
significance.  
 
The operation of 
Alternative C would
in significant noise levels 
from sirens. Alternative C 
w
implementation of 
mitigation measures Noi
3 and Noise-4.  
 

As with the proje
although there wou
no anticipated signific
impacts to traffic and 
circulation, the 
implementation of 
mitigation measures 
Traffic-1 through Traffic-4 
would be required t
conflicts between 
emergency response 
vehicles and pedestr
m
Protection District 
personnel to the maximu
extent practicable.  
 
C
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Air Quality  Geology and Soils  Noise  Transportation and 
Traffic 

Comparative Impacts: Neutral plus mitigation 
rough Neutral plus mitigation 

measures Noise-1 through 
Noise-4 

measures Traffic-1 th
Traffic-4 
 

Alternative D 
Alternative D would 

quire implementation of 
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construction phase,
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Air Quality  Geology and Soils  Noise  Transportation and 
Traffic 

Alternative F 
Alternative F would 
require implementation of 
mitigation measures Air-1 
through Air-8 to reduce 
PM10 emissions.  
 
Comparative Impacts: 
Neutral impact plus 
mitigation measures Air-1 
through Air-8 
 

Alternative F would 
require a California 
Geological Survey “Note 
48” Site investigation for 
essential use facilities.   
 
Impacts related to geology 
and soils from Alternative F 
would be avoided through 
the incorporation of the 
geotechnical 
recommendations and 
adherence to all standard 
building practices. 
 
Comparative Impacts: 
Neutral 
 

Alternative F would result 
in noise impacts during the 
construction phase, 
requiring mitigation 
measures Noise-1 and 
Noise-2 to reduce impacts 
below the level of 
significance.  
 
The operation of 
Alternative F would result 
in significant noise levels 
from sirens. Alternative F 
would require the 
implementation of 
mitigation measures Noise-
3 and Noise-4.  
 
Comparative Impacts: 
Neutral plus mitigation 
measures Noise-1 through 
Noise-4 
 

As with the project, 
although there would be 
no anticipated significant 
impacts to traffic and 
circulation, the 
implementation of 
mitigation measures 
Traffic-1 through Traffic-4 
would be required to avoid 
conflicts between 
emergency response 
vehicles and pedestrians, 
motorists, and Fire 
Protection District 
personnel to the maximum 
extent practicable.  
 
Comparative Impacts: 
Neutral plus mitigation 
measures Traffic-1 through 
Traffic-4 
 

Alternative G 
Alternative G would 
require implementation of 
mitigation measures Air-1 
through Air-8 to reduce 
PM10 emissions.  
 
Comparative Impacts: 
Neutral impact plus 
mitigation measures Air-1 
through Air-8 
 

Impacts related to geology 
and soils from Alternative 
G would be avoided 
through the incorporation 
of the geotechnical 
recommendations and 
adherence to all standard 
building practices. 
 
Comparative Impacts: 
Neutral 
 

Alternative G would result 
in noise impacts during the 
construction phase, 
requiring mitigation 
measures Noise-1 and 
Noise-2 to reduce impacts 
below the level of 
significance.  
 
The operation of 
Alternative G would result 
in significant noise levels 
from sirens. Alternative G 
would require the 
implementation of 
mitigation measures Noise-
3 and Noise-4.  
 
Comparative Impacts: 
Neutral plus mitigation 
measures Noise-1 through 
Noise-4 
 

As with the project, 
although there would be 
no anticipated significant 
impacts to traffic and 
circulation, the 
implementation of 
mitigation measures 
Traffic-1 through Traffic-4 
would be required to avoid 
conflicts between 
emergency response 
vehicles and pedestrians, 
motorists, and Fire 
Protection District 
personnel to the maximum 
extent practicable.  
 
Comparative Impacts: 
Neutral plus mitigation 
measures Traffic-1 through 
Traffic-4 
 

 
 

 



 

SECTION VI 
FINDINGS REGARDING MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM 

 
VI.A REQUIREMENTS OF MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM 
 
Section 15091(d) of the California Code of Regulations, State of California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Guidelines, requires that when a public agency is making the findings required by 
Section 15091(a)(1), the public agency shall adopt a reporting or monitoring program for the 
changes made to the project or conditions of project approval, adopted in order to mitigate or 
avoid significant effects on the environment. 
       
The County of Los Angeles hereby finds that the Mitigation Monitoring Program prepared for Fire 
Station 108 fulfills its responsibilities to meet the requirements of Section 15091(d) of the California 
Code of Regulations. The monitoring program provides a suitable program to ensure compliance 
that construction, operation, and maintenance of Fire Station 108 shall conform with mitigation 
measures required as conditions of approval of the project by the County of Los Angeles Board of 
Supervisors. 
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SECTION VII 
FINDINGS REGARDING LOCATION AND 

CUSTODIAN OF DOCUMENTS  
 
VII.A LOCATION AND CUSTODIAN OF DOCUMENTS 
 
Section 15091(e) of the California Code of Regulations, State of California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Guidelines, requires the public agency to specify the location and custodian of the 
documents or other materials that constitute the record of proceedings upon which the decision is 
based. 
 
Section 10.0 of the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (EIR) contains a list of all references 
used in the preparation of the environmental analysis. Unless otherwise noted, reference materials 
are located at Sapphos Environmental, Inc., which shall also serve as the custodian of the 
documents constituting the record of proceedings upon which the County of Los Angeles Board of 
Supervisors has based its decision related to the project.  
 

Ms. Susan Zoske 
 Project Manager 

Sapphos Environmental, Inc. 
133 Martin Alley 
Pasadena, California 91105 
(626) 683-3547 
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 SECTION VIII 
CERTIFICATION REGARDING INDEPENDENT JUDGEMENT 

 
Pursuant to Section 21082.1(c) of the Public Resources Code, the County of Los Angeles Board of 
Supervisors certifies that they have independently reviewed and analyzed the Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The County of Los Angeles Consolidated Fire Protection 
District, the Chief Administrative Office, and other County staff, acting on behalf of the County, 
reviewed the Draft Supplemental EIR and required changes to that document prior to circulation 
for public review. The Draft Supplemental EIR circulated for public review reflected the 
independent judgment of the County of Los Angeles. The Final Supplemental EIR similarly has 
been subject to review and revision by County staff and reflects the independent judgment of the 
County of Los Angeles. 
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 SECTION IX 
STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

 
The Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (EIR) identified and discussed significant impacts 
to air quality, geology and soils, noise, and traffic and transportation that are expected as a result of 
implementing the County of Los Angeles Fire Station 108 (project). With the implementation of the 
mitigation measures specified in the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report, impacts to air 
quality, geology and soils, noise, and traffic and transportation will be mitigated to levels of 
insignificance, with the exception of noise impacts caused by siren usage by emergency vehicles. 
 
The Supplemental EIR determined that the project is expected to result in significant unavoidable 
impacts to noise (during the operational phases of the project). During the operational phase, 
significant noise levels related to the sirens of fire trucks leaving the fire station could create 
significant noise impacts in the surrounding areas. The emergency response time modeling 
determined that the project site would affect approximately 93 residential units per call by 
temporarily elevating noise levels as a result of fire engine sirens responding to emergency calls 
from the project site. The average response time would be approximately 3 minutes and 26 
seconds. It is anticipated that emergency vehicles assigned to the fire station would make an 
average of 2.5 trips per day. 
 
The County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors, based on input from the County of Los Angeles 
Consolidated Fire Protection District (Fire Protection District), has determined that the health and 
safety benefits of implementing the project outweigh and override the single unavoidable adverse 
effects of emergency vehicle siren usage that would occur during the operational phase of the 
project.  
 
It is the primary mission and responsibility of the Fire Protection District to provide for public 
safety. One of the goals of their mission is to provide fire protection and emergency services in less 
than five minutes to protect human life. Emergency vehicle siren usage is a measure that 
additionally protects human life by warning pedestrians and automobiles of an approaching 
emergency vehicle. Although mitigation measures Noise-3 and Noise-4 address limiting siren 
usage to lessen noise impacts, there may be unavoidable adverse noise impacts. The County of Los 
Angeles Board of Supervisors has determined that achievement of the Fire Protection District 
mission to protect and support human life overrides the unavoidable adverse noise impact of 
emergency vehicle siren usage.  
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SECTION X 

SECTION 15091 FINDINGS  
 
Based on the foregoing findings and the information contained in the record, the County of Los 
Angeles has made the following findings with respect to the significant impacts on the environment 
resulting from the County of Los Angeles Fire Station 108 (project) pursuant to Section 15091 of 
the State of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. 
 

• The project has been identified as the environmentally superior alternative in that it 
minimizes impacts to the environment to the maximum extent practicable while 
achieving all of the basic objectives of the project. 

 
• Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project that 

avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effects as identified in the 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

 
• The changes and alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of the 

County of Los Angeles. The County of Los Angeles may designate the County of Los 
Angeles Consolidated Fire Protection District to implement certain measures as part 
of preconstruction, construction, and post-construction activities. 

 
• The mitigation measures identified in the Supplemental EIR are feasible and shall be 

required as conditions of approval. 
 
Based on the foregoing findings and substantial evidence contained in the record, and as 
conditioned by the foregoing findings: 
 

• All significant effects on the environment due to the project have been reduced 
where feasible. 

 
• Any remaining significant effects on the environment found to be unavoidable are 

acceptable due to the overriding concerns set forth in the foregoing Statement of 
Overriding Considerations. 
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SECTION I 
INTRODUCTION  

 
The California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA; Public Resources Code (PRC), Section 21000 et seq.] 
requires a Lead Agency or Responsible Agency that approves or carries out a project, where an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has identified significant environmental effects, to adopt a reporting 
or monitoring program for the changes made to the project or conditions of project approval in order 
to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment [PRC, Section 21081.6 (a) (1)]. The County 
of Los Angeles is the Lead Agency for the County of Los Angeles Fire Station 108 (project). A public 
agency shall provide that measures to mitigate or avoid significant impacts to the environment are fully 
enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other measures. Conditions of project approval 
may be set forth in referenced documents, which address required mitigation measures or, in the case 
of the adoption of a plan, policy, regulation, or other public project, by incorporating the mitigation 
measures into the plan, policy, regulation, or project design [PRC, Section 21081.6 (b)]. 
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SECTION II 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION  

 
II.1 LOCATION 
 
Fire Station 108 will be located in the northwest portion of unincorporated Los Angeles County, 
approximately 1 mile north of the City of Santa Clarita and 6 miles south from the commercial core 
of Valencia in the Valencia Industrial Center (Figure II.1-1, Regional Vicinity Map). The site is 
approximately 5 miles east of Interstate 5 and approximately 5 miles northwest of State Highway 
14. The project site is situated east of the recently constructed residential housing Tract 45137 and 
south of the Angeles National Forest. The project site is located on the U.S. Geological Survey 
(USGS) 7.5-minute series Newhall topographic quadrangle (Figure II.1-2, Topographic Map) 
(Figure II.1-3, Aerial Photograph).1 The topographic map has yet to be updated by the USGS to 
reflect the development of the Mountain View planned community, which is evident in the aerial 
photograph. The elevation of the graded pad at the project site gently slopes from 1,604 feet to 
1,608 feet above mean sea level (msl) with up to a 4-foot transition to surrounding property 
elevations. The project site is bounded by local residential streets. These streets consist of Bridge 
Court on the north; Sugar Bliss Place and Phantom Trail to the east; Haskell Canyon Road, Copper 
Hill Drive, and a Southern California Edison easement to the south; and North Canyon Road to the 
west (Figure II.1-4, Local Vicinity Map).  
 
The project is located on a 1.41-acre site at 28799 North Rock Canyon Drive in an unincorporated 
area of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County, California. The project was originally an element of the 
Seco Canyon Development IV project, which includes approximately 594 single-family dwelling 
units on 381.2 acres as an extension of the Mountain View Community and Canyon Heights 
Community (Figure II.1-4).2

 
II.2 STATEMENT OF OBJECTIVES 
 
The underlying purpose and need of the project is to provide fire protection and life safety services 
for portions of the approximately 9-square-mile Seco Canyon Development IV project, previously 
developed for strictly residential land use (Figure II.2-1, Fire Station 108 Service Area). 
  
Objectives 
 
The County of Los Angeles identified and prioritized four basic objectives that are important to 
achieving the project goals: 
 

1. Mission Statement and Vision. The fire station is required to serve and to support 
the County of Los Angeles Consolidated Fire Protection District’s (Fire Protection 
District) Mission Statement and Vision to protect lives, the environment, and 
property by providing prompt, skillful, and cost-effective fire protection and life 
safety services. The fire station will specifically service the anticipated number of 

                                                 
1 U.S. Geological Survey. 1998 [Photoinspected 1998]. 7.5-Minute Series Newhall, California, Topographic Quadrangle. 
Reston, VA. 
2 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. September 1993. Final Environmental Impact Report for the 
Seco Canyon Development IV Project with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. Prepared by Sikand Engineering, 
Sherman Oaks, CA.  
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residential units with response times that will be commensurate with Fire Protection 
District standard operating procedures. The Fire Protection District plans to 
continue to be recognized as an exemplary organization acclaimed for national 
reputation, regional strength, and hometown attentiveness as they provide fire 
protection and life safety services. 

 
2. Core Values. The Fire Protection District constructs fire stations in each service area 

to serve and accommodate the surrounding existing community and anticipated 
growth, and in a manner that meets generally accepted standards for fire stations 
and emergency response times designed to serve urban-wildland interface areas, 
including sufficient areas to house emergency response vehicles with space for 
reserve or auxiliary vehicles and firefighter crew. The anticipated need for this 
service area is a parcel of approximately 1.41 acres capable of accommodating a 
fire station of approximately 3,571 square feet, a garage of approximately 1,411 
square feet, and nine parking spaces. Constructing a station to meet the 
aforementioned fire department specifications facilitates meeting the Fire Protection 
District’s six core values including integrity, teamwork, courage, caring, 
commitment and community. 

 
3. Emergency Response. The Fire Protection District plans to provide the required 

level of fire and life safety with response times equal to or less than five minutes to 
existing residents residing in the communities known as Mountain View and 
Canyon Heights in the Santa Clarita area.  

 
4. Implementation of Strategic Plan Goals. The Fire Protection District plans to 

provide the required level of fire and life safety and services to existing and future 
development in the service area consistent with the County of Los Angeles Strategic 
Plan Goal of Service Excellence, with response times equal to or less than five 
minutes.  

 
II.3 PROJECT ELEMENTS  
 
The Seco Canyon Development IV Project EIR included the construction of a new fire station as a 
project component.3 The Fire Protection District evaluated Fire Station 108 at the project-level of 
detail in a Supplemental EIR.  

 
The project includes the development of a new fire station on a 1.41-acre parcel that will serve the 
local existing and the anticipated needs of the growing community. Elements of the project include 
development of a 3,571-square-foot, two-story fire station structure and a 1,411-square-foot station 
garage on an existing graded pad (Figure II.3-1, Site Plan). 
 
The project includes the following twelve elements: 
 

• Office space 
• Living quarters 
• Exercise room 

                                                 
3 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. September 1993. Final Environmental Impact Report for the 
Seco Canyon Development IV Project with the Extension of Copper Hill Drive. Prepared by Sikand Engineering, 
Sherman Oaks, CA.  
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• Restrooms and shower facilities 
• Storage facilities 
• Dormitories 
• Laundry facilities 
• Outdoor BBQ and patio area 
• Telecommunications room 
• One 1,500-gallon diesel tank 
• Surface parking area 
• One emergency generator, including a self-contained, 500-gallon diesel fuel tank 

 
The 1,411-square-foot attached garage station will include parking for fire department vehicles and 
equipment, an oil room, medical supply room, and a hose storage room.  
 
Firefighters will be on site in rotating shifts: three firefighters will be scheduled per 24-hour shift 
and a fourth firefighter per 12-hour shift. The fire station will be equipped with one fire engine, one 
patrol vehicle, and a 1,500-gallon diesel tank that will be located at the rear of the station for 
fueling the fire engine and patrol vehicle. A diesel-powered generator, including a self-contained, 
500-gallon diesel fuel tank will be located at the rear of the station. The generator will only be used 
during power outages and during a weekly 30-minute test. Small quantities (5-gallon containers) of 
gasoline will be kept on site for domestic uses around the station. Outdoor parking will be 
provided for station staff. Landscaping around the fire station will be consistent with the 
landscaping of the surrounding tract and will feature native drought-tolerant species. 
 
The exterior of the structure will be consistent with the design of the adjacent existing tract houses 
(Tract 46908-08) (Figure II.3-2, East/West Elevations, and Figure II.3-3, North/South Elevations). 
Ingress/egress to the fire station will be on the northern portion of the lot along North Rock Canyon 
Road. Additional elements of the project include surface parking spaces for seven employee 
spaces, one handicapped space, and one visitor space; enclosed trash and recycling receptacles; a 
fuel station located behind the fire station with a 1,500-gallon diesel tank to fuel fire engines and 
vehicles. The project site will consist of a 6-foot fence running along the eastern, southern, and 
western perimeters and a 6-foot wall to be located to the north along North Rock Canyon Road. 
 
II.4 CONSTRUCTION SCENARIO  
 
Site preparation and construction of the project will be undertaken in accordance with all federal, 
state, and County of Los Angeles building codes. Construction will be scheduled in compliance 
with County of Los Angeles regulations. Daily work will commence no earlier than 7:00 a.m. and 
cease no later than 8:00 p.m. on weekdays. The County of Los Angeles allows restricted 
construction hours on Saturday between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. However, work will not be 
conducted on weekends and federal holidays. Approximately 25 workers will be expected to be on 
site during peak construction activity periods. Fewer than eight workers will be expected to be on 
site during non-peak construction activity periods. Construction equipment will be turned off when 
not in use. The construction contractor will be required to ensure that all construction, demolition, 
and grading equipment are properly maintained. All vehicles and compressors will utilize exhaust 
mufflers and engine enclosure covers (as designed by the manufacturer) at all times. All grading 
and earthwork will be performed under the observation of a geotechnical engineer to ensure 
proper subgrade preparation, selection of satisfactory materials, and placement and compaction of 
structural fills. Any unanticipated adverse conditions encountered will be evaluated by the project 
engineering geologist and the soils engineer, and the appropriate recommendation will be made 
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and implemented. The design and construction of the project are required to incorporate and 
conform to all design measures specified in the site-specific geotechnical investigations: 
 

• Diaz-Yourman & Associates. 21 January 2005. Geotechnical Investigation for Fire 
Station 108 County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Santa Clarita, California. Santa 
Ana, CA. 

 
• Wilson Geosciences, Inc. March 2005. Technical Background Report, 

Geologic/Seismic Site Evaluation for the Los Angeles County Fire Department 
Proposed Fire Station No. 108 Project, City of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles County 
California. Altadena, CA. 

 
• Pacific Soils Engineering, Inc. 9 August 2000. Final Rough Grade Geotechnical 

Report, Pacific Crest (Seco IV) Project, Lot 24, Tract No. 46909-08, Proposed Fire 
Station Site, Seco Canyon Area, County of Los Angeles, CA. Cypress, CA. 

 
The plans and specifications for the project will include a requirement for the construction 
contractor to comply with all provisions of the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) Program administered by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), 
Los Angeles Region, as they relate to avoiding impacts from storm water runoff during 
construction. The construction contractor will be required to incorporate best management 
practices (BMPs) consistent with the guidelines provided in the California Storm Water Quality 
Handbooks: Construction Site Best Management Practices Manual. Should the construction period 
continue into the rainy season, supplemental erosion measures will be implemented, including but 
not limited to, the use of: 
 

• Mulching 
• Geotextiles and mats 
• Earth dikes 
• Temporary drains and gullies 
• Silt fencing 
• Straw-bale barriers 
• Sand-bag barriers 
• Brush or rock filters 
• Sediment traps 
• De-silting basins 

 
The plans and specifications for the project will include the requirement for construction 
equipment of the type and quantity specified in Table II.2-1, Anticipated Construction Equipment; 
and Table II.2-2, Trucks. Table II.2-1 and Table II.2-2 also list the anticipated number of trips to and 
from the construction site and total number of days of operation, by equipment type. 
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TABLE II.2-1 
ANTICIPATED CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 

 
Approximate Quantity Total Number of Days of 

Operation 
Type 

Dozer 1 5 
Grader 1 5 
Back hoe 1 50 
Roller 1 10 
Water truck 1 20 
Skip loader 1 25 
Fork lift 1 365 
Drill rig 1 10 

 
TABLE II.2-2 

TRUCKS 
 

Approximate Quantity Total Number of Trips to 
and from Site 

Total Number of 
Days of Operation 

Type 

Pick-up truck 4 4 365 
Dump truck 4 4 20 
Hydroseed tuck 1 1 2 
Concrete mix truck 10 2 20 
Materials delivery truck 24 1 100 

 
It is anticipated that between 8 and 25 construction workers will be on site at any one time during 
the approximately 12-month construction period. Due to the size of the main structure and 
associated parking areas and immediate need of the project, there will only be one phase of 
construction. 
 
Site ingress and egress locations for construction, delivery vehicles, haul routes, and emergency 
response and evacuation will be located at one entrance/exit driveway along North Rock Canyon 
Drive. 
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SECTION III 
MONITORING PROGRAM 

 
The mitigation monitoring program (MMP) contained herein satisfies the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as they relate to the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) for the County of Los Angeles Fire Station 108 (project).  
 
The EIR identifies mitigation measures that have been incorporated into the project to avoid, reduce, 
and mitigate all significant impacts to air quality, geology and soils, noise, and transportation and 
traffic. This MMP has been designed to ensure compliance with mitigation measures defined in the 
Supplemental EIR during implementation of the project. Table III-1, Mitigation Monitoring Program for 
the County of Los Angeles Fire Station 108, lists those mitigation measures required by the County of 
Los Angeles to mitigate or avoid significant impacts anticipated in association with the Supplemental 
EIR project description. It shall be the responsibility of the County of Los Angeles Consolidated Fire 
Protection District to carry out the MMP by imposing the requirements of the mitigation measures 
throughout the implementation of the project.  
 
The monitoring program element of the MMP describes each required mitigation measure organized 
by impact area, with an accompanying delineation of the following: 

 
• The agency or agencies (or private parties) responsible for implementation 
 
• The period of the project during which implementation of the mitigation measure is to 

be monitored 
 
• The Enforcement Agency (the agency with the power to enforce the mitigation 

measure) 
 
• The Monitoring Agency (the agency to whom the reports are made) 

 
As the indicated mitigation measures are completed, the Monitoring Agency will sign and date the 
MMP to indicate that the required mitigation measure has been completed for the subject period. The 
Monitoring Agency will also note the documentation (title of the monitoring report) that was submitted 
for each mitigation measure.  
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TABLE III-1 

MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM  
FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES FIRE STATION 108 

 
Documentation of Compliance  

Mitigation Measure 
Responsible 

Implementation Party Monitoring Period Enforcement Agency Monitoring Agency Source Signature/Date 
 
Air Quality 
 
In some cases an individual mitigation measure may have to be applied to two different phases, 
such as preconstruction and construction. For an example, please refer to the Measure Air-1 
below.  
 
Measure Air-1 
In order to mitigate the air quality impact caused by grading, the County of Los Angeles shall 
require wetting of soils at least two times per day for all grading activities undertaken to 
implement the specified project components that would be expected to affect areas of greater 
than 1 acre in size as a means of reducing PM10 emissions to the maximum extent practicable. 
Prior to advertising for construction bids, the County of Los Angeles shall ensure that the plans 
and specifications include the requirement for the construction contractor to ensure that wetting 
of soils is done on a daily basis. The construction contractor shall demonstrate compliance with 
this measure through the submission of monthly monitoring reports to the lead agency or 
designee. 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department 
 
 
 
Construction Contractor 
 
 

 
Preconstruction 
 
 
 
 
Construction 

 
South Coast Air Quality 
Management District 
 
 
 
South Coast Air Quality 
Management District 
 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department  
 
 
 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department  
 

 
Plans and Specifications  
 
 
 
 
Compliance Monitoring 
Reports 
 

 
 
__________________________ 
(Signature/Date of Monitoring 
Agency) 
 
 
__________________________ 
(Signature/Date of Monitoring 
Agency) 
 
 
 

 
Measure Air-2 
In order to mitigate the air quality impact caused by fugitive dust, the County of Los Angeles 
shall require construction contractors to wash equipment that will travel on public roads prior to 
leaving construction sites where equipment has been exposed to mud as a means of reducing 
PM10 emissions to the maximum extent possible. Prior to advertising for construction bids, the 
County of Los Angeles shall ensure that the plans and specifications include the requirement for 
the construction contractor to ensure that mud-covered tires and undercarriages of trucks are 
washed prior to leaving construction sites. The construction contractor shall demonstrate 
compliance with this measure through the submission of monthly monitoring reports to the lead 
agency or designee. 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department 
 
 
 
Construction Contractor 
 

 
Preconstruction 
 
 
 
 
Construction  

 
South Coast Air Quality 
Management District 
 
 
 
South Coast Air Quality 
Management District 
 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department  
 
 
 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department  
  
 

 
Plans and Specifications  
 
 
 
 
Compliance Monitoring 
Reports 
 

 
 
__________________________ 
(Signature/Date of Monitoring 
Agency) 
 
 
__________________________ 
(Signature/Date of Monitoring 
Agency) 
 

 
Measure Air-3 
In order to mitigate the air quality impact caused by fugitive dust, the County of Los Angeles 
shall require construction contractors to maintain adjacent public roads free of mud and debris 
from the construction site on a daily basis, as a means of reducing PM10 emissions to the 
maximum extent practicable. Prior to advertising for construction bids, the County of Los 
Angeles shall ensure that the plans and specifications include the requirement for the 
construction contractor to provide for street sweeping, as needed, on adjacent roadways to 
remove dirt dropped by construction vehicles or mud that would otherwise be carried off by 
trucks departing project sites. The construction contractor shall demonstrate compliance with 
this measure through the submission of monthly monitoring reports to the lead agency or 
designee. 
 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department 
 
 
 
Construction Contractor 
 

 
Preconstruction 
 
 
 
 
Construction 

 
South Coast Air Quality 
Management District 
 
 
 
South Coast Air Quality 
Management District 
 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department  
 
 
 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department  
 

 
Plans and Specifications  
 
 
 
 
Compliance Monitoring 
Reports 
 

 
 
__________________________ 
(Signature/Date of Monitoring 
Agency) 
 
 
__________________________ 
(Signature/Date of Monitoring 
Agency) 
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Documentation of Compliance  
Mitigation Measure 

Responsible 
Implementation Party Monitoring Period Enforcement Agency Monitoring Agency Source Signature/Date 

 
Measure Air-4 
In order to mitigate the air quality impact caused by fugitive dust, the County of Los Angeles 
shall require that construction contractors cover all trucks hauling dirt on public roads as a 
means of reducing PM10 emissions to the maximum extent practicable. Prior to advertising for 
construction bids, the County of Los Angeles shall ensure that the plans and specifications 
include the requirement for the construction contractor to ensure that loads of dirt are securely 
covered with a tight-fitting tarp on any truck leaving or entering the construction sites to bring 
fill dirt to the site or to dispose of excavated soil. The construction contractor shall demonstrate 
compliance with this measure through the submission of monthly monitoring reports to the lead 
agency or designee. 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department 
 
 
 
Construction Contractor 
 

 
Preconstruction 
 
 
 
 
Construction 

 
South Coast Air Quality 
Management District 
 
 
 
South Coast Air Quality 
Management District 
 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department  
 
 
 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department  
 

 
Plans and Specifications  
 
 
 
 
Compliance Monitoring 
Reports 
 
 
 
 

 
__________________________ 
(Signature/Date of Monitoring 
Agency) 
 
 
__________________________ 
(Signature/Date of Monitoring 
Agency) 

 
Measure Air-5  
In order to mitigate the air quality impact caused by fugitive dust, the County of Los Angeles 
shall require that grading activities cease during periods when winds exceed 25 miles per hour 
as a means of reducing PM10 emissions to the maximum extent practicable. All dirt stockpiles 
shall be covered with tarps to avoid any fugitive dust. Prior to advertising for construction bids, 
the County of Los Angeles shall ensure that the plans and specifications include the requirement 
for the construction contractor to ensure that grading is ceased during periods when winds 
exceed 25 miles per hour. The construction contractor shall demonstrate compliance with this 
measure through the submission of monthly monitoring reports to the lead agency or designee. 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department 
 
 
 
Construction Contractor 
 

 
Preconstruction 
 
 
 
 
Construction 

 
South Coast Air Quality 
Management District 
 
 
 
South Coast Air Quality 
Management District 
 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department  
 
 
 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department  
 

 
Plans and Specifications  
 
 
 
 
Compliance Monitoring 
Reports 
 

 
__________________________ 
(Signature/Date of Monitoring 
Agency) 
 
 
__________________________ 
(Signature/Date of Monitoring 
Agency) 

 
Measure Air-6 
In order to mitigate the air quality impact caused by construction equipment, the County of Los 
Angeles shall require of the construction contractor that all construction equipment not 
expected to be used for a period in excess of 5 minutes be turned off as a means of reducing 
NOx emissions to the maximum extent practicable. Prior to advertising for construction bids, the 
County of Los Angeles shall ensure that the plans and specifications require the construction 
contractor to shut off engines when not in use. Specifications shall require the construction 
contractor to certify monthly to the lead agency or designee that construction equipment is 
being maintained in peak operating condition. 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department 
 
 
 
Construction Contractor  

 
Preconstruction 
 
 
 
 
Construction 

 
South Coast Air Quality 
Management District 
 
 
 
South Coast Air Quality 
Management District 
 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department  
 
 
 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department  
  
 

 
Plans and Specifications  
 
 
 
 
Compliance Monitoring 
Reports 
 

 
__________________________ 
(Signature/Date of Monitoring 
Agency) 
 
 
__________________________ 
(Signature/Date of Monitoring 
Agency) 

 
Measure Air-7 
In order to mitigate the air quality impact caused by construction equipment, where feasible, the 
County shall require of the construction contractor that all construction equipment use 
particulate filters on all off-road diesel equipment where feasible. The contractor should also 
install diesel-cooled exhaust gas re-circulation (EGR) devices on all off-road diesel equipment 
where feasible. 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department 
 
 
 
Construction Contractor  

 
Preconstruction 
 
 
 
 
Construction 

 
South Coast Air Quality 
Management District 
 
 
 
South Coast Air Quality 
Management District 
 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department  
 
 
 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department  
 

 
Plans and Specifications  
 
 
 
 
Compliance Monitoring 
Reports 
 

 
__________________________ 
(Signature/Date of Monitoring 
Agency) 
 
 
__________________________ 
(Signature/Date of Monitoring 
Agency) 

 
Measure Air-8 
In order to mitigate the air quality impacts related to particulate emissions caused by diesel 
equipment and diesel trucks, construction workers shall be advised to wear masks when 
working near diesel equipment or diesel trucks. All diesel equipment shall be fitted with 
particulate filters or traps to protect both workers and sensitive receptors where feasible. 

 
Construction Contractor 

 
Construction 

 
South Coast Air Quality 
Management District 
 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department  
 
 

 
Compliance Monitoring 
Reports 
 
 

 
 
__________________________ 
(Signature/Date of Monitoring 
Agency) 
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Mitigation Measure 

Responsible 
Implementation Party Monitoring Period Enforcement Agency Monitoring Agency Source Signature/Date 

 
Geology and Soils 
 
Exposure of people or property to potentially adverse effects, including the risk of loss or injury, 
involving seismic ground shaking from the operation of the project shall be minimized through 
conformance with the California Geological Survey Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating 
Seismic Hazards in California and all applicable City of Santa Clarita codes and regulations 
related to seismic activity. The County of Los Angeles Fire Department shall ensure that the site-
specific geotechnical investigations for the project are incorporated into project plans and 
specifications. Implementation and compliance with the suggested geotechnical 
recommendations and adherence to the standards of the Uniform Building Code (UBC), 
specified in the project description, are expected to reduce impacts associated with seismic 
hazards to the maximum extent practicable and potential impacts related to geology and soils to 
below the level of significance. 
 
Therefore, no mitigation is required. The ability to avoid the exposure of people and property to 
significant adverse impacts related to geology and soils is conditioned on project design and 
development consistent with the measures and recommendations contained in the site-specific 
geotechnical reports: 
 

• Diaz-Yourman & Associates. 21 January 2005. Geotechnical Investigation for  Fire 
Station 108 County of Los Angeles Fire Department Santa Clarita, California. 
Santa Ana, CA. 

•  Wilson Geosciences, Inc. March 2005. Technical Background Report,
 Geologic/Seismic Site Evaluation for the Los Angeles County Fire Department 
 Proposed Fire Station No. 108 Project, City of Santa Clarita, Los Angeles 
 County California. Altadena, CA. 
•  Pacific Soils Engineering, Inc. 9 August 2000. Final Rough Grade Geotechnical 
 Report, Pacific Crest (Seco IV) Project, Lot 24, Tract No. 46909-08, Proposed 
 Fire Station Site, Seco Canyon Area, County of Los Angeles, CA. Cypress, CA. 
 

In addition, the County of Los Angeles shall adhere to standard building practices to ensure that 
no significant impacts related to geology and soils may be encountered. 
 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department 
 

 
Preconstruction 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Department of Public 
Works 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department  
 

 
Project Plans and 
Specifications 
 

 
 
 
__________________________ 
(Signature/Date of Monitoring 
Agency) 

 
Noise 
 
Measure Noise-1  
During the construction phase, the County of Los Angeles shall ensure that all construction 
performed by contractors is in accordance with the County of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance, 
which restricts grading and construction activities to daily operation between 7:00 a.m. and 
7:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, and 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays. There shall be no 
work on Sundays or federal holidays. Compliance with the specified measures shall be 
documented by weekly monitoring during construction and submittal of weekly monitoring 
reports. 

 
Construction Contractor 

 
Construction 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Department of Public 
Works 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department 

 
Weekly Inspections and 
Monitoring Reports 
 

 
 
 
__________________________ 
(Signature/Date of Monitoring 
Agency) 
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Mitigation Measure 

Responsible 
Implementation Party Monitoring Period Enforcement Agency Monitoring Agency Source Signature/Date 

 
Measure Noise-2  
During the construction phase, the County of Los Angeles shall ensure that contractors comply 
with the County of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance, including if necessary, the adjustment of 
construction schedules and the use of muffled equipment and/or equipment designed to 
maintain reduced noise levels. Compliance with the specified measures shall be documented by 
weekly monitoring during construction and submittal of weekly monitoring reports. 

 
Construction Contractor 

 
Construction 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Department of Public 
Works 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department  

 
Weekly Inspections and 
Monitoring Reports 
 

 
 
__________________________ 
(Signature/Date of Monitoring 
Agency) 
 

 
Measure Noise-3  
During the operational phase, the County of Los Angeles shall require the County of Los 
Angeles Fire Department to utilize traffic warning signs that would advise motorists of the 
station's location. The language and locations for the signs shall be reviewed and approved by 
the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works as a component of the plans and 
specifications. The signs shall allow emergency vehicles to exit the fire station without having to 
use their sirens unless necessary for public safety. 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department 
 
 
 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department 

 
Preconstruction 
 
 
 
 
Operation 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Department of Public 
Works 
 
 
County of Los Angeles 
Sheriff’s Department 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department 
 
 
 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department 

 
Final Plans and Specifications 
 
 
 
 
Final Operations Plans and 
Specifications 
 

 
__________________________ 
(Signature/Date of Monitoring 
Agency) 
 
 
__________________________ 
(Signature/Date of Monitoring 
Agency) 

 
Measure Noise-4  
During the operational phase, the County of Los Angeles Fire Department shall use discretion 
when activating the siren when responding to calls within the community surrounding Fire 
Station 108. The County of Los Angeles Fire Department shall use the siren as required by 
Department policy at all controlled intersections. 
 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department  

 
Operation 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Sheriff’s Department 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department 

 
Final Operations Plans and 
Specifications 
 

 
__________________________ 
(Signature/Date of Monitoring 
Agency) 
 

 
Transportation and Traffic 
 
Measure Traffic-1 
The County of Los Angeles Fire Department shall comply with the County of Los Angeles Fire 
Department Vehicle Operations, Emergency Vehicle Response Policies to minimize any traffic 
and pedestrian hazards. 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department 

 
Operation 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Sheriff’s Department 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department  

 
Final Operations Plans and 
Specifications 
 

 
__________________________ 
(Signature/Date of Monitoring 
Agency) 
 

 
Measure Traffic-2 
All authorized emergency vehicles shall be operated at all times in accordance with the “Basic 
Speed Law” as defined by California Vehicle Code (CVC22350). 
 
The Basic Speed Law CVC22350 states that “No person shall drive a vehicle upon a highway 
(road) at a speed greater than is reasonable or prudent having due regard for weather, visibility, 
the traffic on, and the surface and width of, the highway, and in no event at a speed which 
endangers the safety of persons or property.” 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department 

 
Operation 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Sheriff’s Department 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department  

 
Final Operations Plans and 
Specifications 
 

 
 
 
__________________________ 
(Signature/Date of Monitoring 
Agency) 

 
Measure Traffic-3 
Drivers of emergency vehicles shall visually account for all traffic before entering intersections, 
even with a green light or right-of-way. 
 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department 

 
Operation 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Sheriff’s Department 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department  

 
Final Operations Plans and 
Specifications 
 

 
__________________________ 
(Signature/Date of Monitoring 
Agency) 
 



TABLE III-1 
MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM  

FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES FIRE STATION 108, Continued 
 

County of Los Angeles Fire Station 108 Mitigation Monitoring Program 
April 2007 Sapphos Environmental, Inc. 
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Documentation of Compliance  
Mitigation Measure 

Responsible 
Implementation Party Monitoring Period Enforcement Agency Monitoring Agency Source Signature/Date 

 
Measure Traffic-4 
While entering an intersection with yielding cross traffic, emergency vehicle operators shall 
consider every open lane (right or left turn lane, open space by the curb) a potential hazard. All 
emergency vehicles shall approach slowly and not proceed until safe. 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department 

 
Operation 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Sheriff’s Department 

 
County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department  

 
Final Operations Plans and 
Specifications 
 

 
 
__________________________ 
(Signature/Date of Monitoring 
Agency) 
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ERRATA 
 
This Errata includes the entirety of the January 22, 2007 e-mail, which transmitted Mr. Wittenberg’s 
comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (EIR). On April 23, 2007, Mr. 
Wittenberg contacted the Fifth Supervisorial District and indicated that he had intended the entirety 
of the e-mail to be included in the Final EIR.1 
 
13.2.6  Individuals 
 
Donna Stewart 
28822 Rock Canyon Drive 
Saugus, California 91390 
 
William Wittenberg (REVISED COMMENT LETTER) 
28541 North Haskell Canyon Rd. 
Saugus, California 91390-5207 
 

                                                 
1 There is no substantial evidence contained in the referenced string of e-mails that would alter the scope of the 
environmental analysis that was undertaken, mitigation or alternatives that were considered to avoid or reduce significant 
impacts, or the technical and procedural adequacy of the Supplemental EIR for Fire Station 108. 
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William Wittenberg (REVISED COMMENT LETTER) 
28541 North Haskell Canyon Rd. 
Saugus, California 91390-5207 
 
Response to Comment No. 11: 
 
In May 2006, Mr. Wittenberg submitted a request to the Fifth Supervisorial District to help better 
inform the community as a whole about the project and to have another public meeting at 
Mountainview Elementary. 
 
The request came immediately following the scoping meeting that was held at Fire Station 126. 
Although not required, Section 15083 of the State of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines encourages the lead agency to undertake early public consultation to identify the range 
of actions, alternatives, mitigation measures, and significant effects to be analyzed in depth in the 
EIR. The County of Los Angeles (County) provided a Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Notice of 
Preparation for the Supplemental EIR for Fire Station 108 via three means: posting on and off site; 
direct mail to parties within a 500-foot radius of the proposed project area, other interested parties, 
and responsible and trustee agencies; and posting in local newspapers. In addition, copies of the 
NOA were placed in local libraries and made available at the Fire District Headquarters and at the 
Fifth District field office. The County received no requests from the public for a change of date, 
time, or venue prior to the April 26, 2006 scoping meeting, which Mr. Wittenberg attended.2 There 
were no requests from members of the public for a second scoping meeting, and the County 
determined that a second scoping meeting was not warranted. 
 
As indicated in the e-mail response that was provided to Mr. Wittenberg, the County decided to 
hold the community workshop on the Draft Supplemental EIR at Fire Station 126. This venue 
allowed key Fire District personnel to be in attendance and allowed the public to tour the 
equipment storage areas and fire personnel living quarters. As indicated in the Chief Administrative 
Office’s (Mr. Norm Braverman) response to Mr. Wittenberg, the request for a change of venue 
within two days of the scheduled meeting was determined to not be in the interest of the public. 
 
In response to Mr. Wittenberg’s concern that there was a need to inform an area of the community 
outside of the standard 500-foot radius beyond the limits of the proposed project, the County took 
a broad and comprehensive approach to notifying the public of the availability of the Draft 
Supplemental EIR for review and the scheduled community workshop on the Draft Supplemental 
EIR: 
 

• Advertisements were placed in The Signal and the Los Angeles Times. 
• The NOA was sent directly to 323 residents within the Fire Station 108 service area. 
• The NOA and EIR were sent to 14 agencies. 
• The NOA and EIR were placed in two public libraries: Newhall Library and 

Valencia Library. 
 
Mr. Wittenberg also attended the December 12, 2006 community workshop at Fire Station 126. 
No other parties requested a meeting at an alternative location. 

                                                 
2 Sapphos Environmental, Inc. 4 May 2006. Memorandum for the Record No. 2. Subject: April 20, 2006, Scoping 
Meeting Public Comments. Contact: Sapphos Environmental, Inc., 133 Martin Alley, Pasadena, CA 91105. 
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Response to Comment No. 12: 
 
As demonstrated in Volume I, Section 4.0 of the EIR, both alternatives A and B were evaluated in 
detail and were determined to be incompatible with the mission statement and vision for the 
provision of fire services in the area. Alternative A, located at Milestone Street and Incline Lane, is 
privately owned property and would require that the County acquire the site at an estimated cost of 
$2.0 million. Conversely, the County owns the proposed project site, which was provided by the 
developer at no cost to the County. In addition, Alternative A is zoned as residential development, 
which is inconsistent with its use as a fire station. Alternative B, located at Incline Lane and 
Superior Court, has been designated by the Regional Planning Commission as open space and is 
not available for development of a fire station. A map of all seven evaluated alternatives can be 
found in Section 4.0 of the EIR, Figure 4-1, Alternative Fire Station Locations. 
 
Response to Comment No. 13: 
 
The original e-mail is a copy of a correspondence between Mr. Wittenberg and the Land Division 
Section of the County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning requesting denial of Project 
No. 02-341 / Tract 54073 / CUP02-341-(5). A response is not warranted. 
 
Response to Comment No. 14: 
 
The County has prepared this Errata in response to Mr. Wittenberg’s April 23, 2007 notification to 
the Fifth Supervisorial District that he had intended for his e-mails, which predate the EIR comment 
period, to be included in the Final EIR with his e-mail that transmitted comments on the Draft EIR. 
 
Section 1.0 of the Supplemental EIR explains that Fire Station 108 was required as a condition of 
approval for an earlier certified EIR. Figure 2.3-1, Fire Station 108 Service Area, shows the service 
area for Fire Station 108. As indicated in Figure 2.3-1 and Figure 2.4.1-1, Site Plan, the residential 
community in which Fire Station 108 is proposed to be located has been constructed and there is 
existing road access to the proposed Fire Station 108 location. 
 
The operational impacts of Fire Station 108 and the seven action alternatives are analyzed at the 
project level of detail required by CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines: 
 

• Figure 2.4.1-6, Proposed Project Response Time Improvement 
• Table 3.1.4-5, Operational Emissions (in Pounds per Day) in 2010 
• Figure 3.3.4-1, Noise Distance Levels 
• Section 3.4.3, Traffic and Transportation, Impact Analysis, Direct and Indirect 

Impacts, and Speed Survey / Analysis 
• Figure 4-2, Average Response Times 
• Table 4-1, Fire Station 108 Alternative Analysis 
• Table 4-2, Summary of Alternatives’ Ability to Attain Project Objectives 
• Figure 4-3, Proposed Project Location Response Analysis 

 
As required by the State CEQA Guidelines, the seven action alternatives and the No Project 
Alternative were evaluated at a comparative level of impact to determine the ability of each 
alternative to attain most of the basic objectives of the project (EIR Table 4-2) and the ability to 
resolve significant impacts associated with the proposed project. The No Project Alternative is the 
only alternative capable of avoiding short-term construction impacts to air quality for nitrogen 
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oxides (NOx) emissions; however, the No Project Alternative does not attain any of the basic 
objectives of the project. The seven action alternatives all result in the same significant impacts as 
the proposed project. 
 
The EIR is an informational document used to inform the County of Los Angeles Board of 
Supervisors regarding the environmental consequences of the proposed project and the ability of 
mitigation measures and alternatives to avoid or reduce the significant effects of the project. As a 
lead agency under CEQA, the County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors is required to consider 
the information contained in the EIR during their decision-making process for the proposed project. 
 
As explained in the EIR, the Fire District owns the land because the construction of Fire Station 108 
was required as a condition of approval for the Seco Canyon IV Project. 
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